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T he Four Knights Opening has a 
long history, stretching back 
about 400 years. Readers may won¬ 
der if, after all this time, there are any 
new ideas left to be discovered in the 
Four Knights. However, fashions in 
openings tend to run in cycles, and 
the Four Knights has been alter¬ 
nately in and out of favour for at 
least 150 years. Although it was rec¬ 
ognised as one of the standard open¬ 
ings in the 19th century, it suddenly 
became veiy popular in the first dec¬ 
ade of the 20th century. Most of the 
top players in the world adopted it 
with one side or the other and in this 
book you will find games by Lasker, 
Rubinstein, Capablanca, Nimzo- 
witsch, Marshall, Tarrasch and other 
leading players of the pre-1914 pe¬ 
riod. After the First World War it 
suffered something of a decline and 
was less frequently employed by the 
top players. Immediately after the 
Second World War it once again 
came into fashion and was used by 
Petrosian and Botvinnik, amongst 
others. However, this revival was 
relatively short-lived and it more or 
less disappeared from tournament 
play, except for the occasional out¬ 
ing in pre-arranged draws. 

Now, however, the wheel has 
turned and thanks mainly to Nigel 
Short the Four Knights is once again 
appearing in grandmaster events. 
Short revived the opening for his 
Candidates’ match against Speel- 
man in January 1991, scoring a win 
and two draws from three games. Al¬ 
though Short employed the Four 
knights mainly as a surprise 
weapon, he has used it occasionally 


since, for example to defeat Anand 
at Linares 1992. Short’s good results 
with the Four Knights encouraged 
other British 'players to follow his 
example, and both Chandler and I 
have used the opening with some 
success. Kamsky and Speelman 
himself are recent converts. 

1 would like to say a few words 
about the style of this book. Given 
that the title of this book includes the 
words New Ideas, readers may be 
surprised to find a certain number of 
old games in the book. The reason is 
that many ideas which seem modem 
were actually played and understood 
decades ago by players of earlier 
generations. Therefore I have in¬ 
cluded the predecessor games in 
cases where they are directly rele¬ 
vant to the lines played today. 1 have 
also included some older material in 
lines which are poorly analysed by 
contemporary opening books. How¬ 
ever, the concept behind the New 
Ideas series is to concentrate on lines 
which are currently relevant, and in 
order to achieve this I have had to re¬ 
strict coverage of certain variations. 
Readers who require a detailed 
knowledge of such lines will have to 
look in one of the standard opening 
reference works, such as ECO, but 
so far as possible this book is self- 
contained and should provide an 
adequate background for anyone 
wishing to adopt the Four Knights 
with either colour. 

It is also worth pointing out which 
lines are covered in this book and 
which are not. The scope has been 
made as wide as possible within the 
limits set by the size of the book. 
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Thus it covers lines such as 1 e4 e5 2 
£sf3 4\c6 3 <?\c3 g6 and 1 e4 e5 2 
<£sf3 <2^6 3 <£sc3 .&b4, which are not 
really part of the Four Knights, but 
which White players need to know if 
they intend playing the Four 
Knights. I have also included some 
lines which arise after 1 e4 e5 2 <£>f3 
<S^c6 3 <£sc3 4\f6 4 d4, but which are 
not part of the Scotch. These lines 
are the Belgrade Gambit, 4„.exd4 5 
<£sd5, and the variation 4...±b4. On 
the other hand I have excluded all 
lines which originate from 4 d4 exd4 
5 <£sxd4, as these form part of the 
Scotch. 

1 have tried to give some com¬ 
ments to all the complete games in 
this book. These days computer da¬ 
tabases make it veiy easy for authors 


to include complete games in a chess 
book, but I believe that readers learn 
little from totally unannotated 
games. The comments vaiy greatly 
in depth from game to game, and it is 
not possible to do some of the games 
justice in the limited confines of an 
opening book. However, I hope that 
readers will be able to appreciate at 
least the general outlines of each 
game. 

Finally I would like to thank 
ChessBase for supplying some of 
the games included in the book, Rolf 
Schlosser for providing the fonts 
used in the typesetting and The Ad¬ 
vanced Software Company for pro¬ 
viding a Chess Machine which was 
used to help in the analysis of certain 
positions. 
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W e have to distinguish between 
the two possible move-orders 
1 e4 e5 2 £>B £46 3 £ic3 and 1 e4 e5 
2 %)c6 3 <£sc3. In the former case 

there aren’t many third move alter¬ 
natives for Black except for 3...Ab4, 
which we cover in chapter 3. The 
only other serious idea is 1 e4 e5 2 
£tf3 <£)f6 3 <5ic3 d6 (3...Ac5 is good 
for White after 4 <£sxe5 Ad4 5 
Axc3 6 dxc3 -£ixe4 7 Ad3 <5ic5 8 
0-0 with a big lead in development 
for White), but after 4 d4 <£sbd7 play 
transposes into the Philidor Defence, 
which is not covered in this book. 

Black has a wider choice after 1 
e4 e5 2 <530 <5ic6 3 <5ic3. We con¬ 
sider 3...g6 in chapter 2 and here we 
deal with 3...d6 (games 1-3) and 
3...Ac5 (game 4). Other moves are 
playable but give White at least a 
slight advantage, for example 3...f5 4 
d4,3...Ab4 4 £)d5 or 3...£ige7 4 Ac4. 

After 1 e4 e5 2 £>B <£>c6 3 <£>c3 
d6, game 1 deals with the reply 4 
Ab5, a favourite of Campora’s. 
However, the main line is 4 d4, 
which may be met either by 4...exd4 
(game 2) or 4...Ag4 (game 3). Nei¬ 
ther move equalises. 

The dubious variation 3 <5ic3 Ac5 
is covered in game 4. 


Game 1 _ 

Campora-Murey 
Moscow 1989 

1 e4 e5 2 5)0 &c6 3 &c3 d6 4 Ab5 
&ge7 

^ 4...Ag4 (4...<S^f6 will probably 
transpose to the Ruy Lopez) 5 h3 


AxB 6 #xf3 <5if6 7 £}d5 a6 8 
?M6+ #xf6 9 Axc6+ bxc6 10 Wb3 
Ae7 11 Wb7 *d7 12 Wb3 g5 13 
&e2 h5 14 Wf3 #xf3+ 15 &xf3 g4+ 
16 &e2 2ag8 17 *fl d5 18 d3 Ac5 
19 Ad2 g3 20 B h4 21 &e2 2h5 22 
b4 Af2 23 Ae3 Axe3 24 &xe3 f5 25 
c4 d4+ V 2 -V 2 , Campora-Romanishin, 
Biel 1987. 

5 d4 a6 6 Ac4 b5 7 Ae2 <5ixd4 8 
4Dxd4 exd4 9 Wxd4 4Dc610 We3 g6 



m. rS wm 


114Dxb5!? (at first sight cmshing 
but Black manages to hold on) 
ll...axb5 12 Axb5 Ad7 13 Axc6 
Axc6 14 Wc3 Axe4 15 0-0 Sg8 16 
Sel f5 17 f3 d5 18 fxe4 dxe4 19 
Wc6+ &T7 20 Af4 Ad6 21 Sadi 
We8 22 Wd5+ We6 23 Axd6 Wxd5 
24 Sxd5 cxd6 25 Sal Sgc8 26 c3 
&e6 27 3b5 3c5 28 Sb4 3d5 29 a4 
&e5 30 Sb7 Sd3 31 b4 Sc8 32 Scl 
f4 33 a5 Sd2 34 a6 Sa2 35 b5 e3 36 
g3 g5 37 a7 f3 38 Se7+ <&f5 39 
Sxe3 Sxa7 40 Sxf3+ &g4 41 &g2 
Sa2+ 42 Sf2 Sxf2+ 43 &x£2 Ah3 
44 s&gl 3c5 45 3bl Sxc3 46 b6 
Sc8 47 b7 Sb8 48 Sb3 d5 V 2 -V 2 
The main line is undoubtedly 4 
d4, whereby White preserves the 



option of playing Ab5 to reach a fa¬ 
vourable Ruy Lopez, or of develop¬ 
ing the bishop elsewhere according 
to circumstances. Black has tried the 
two replies 4...exd4 and 4...Ag4, but 
White can retain an advantage in 
either case. 


_ Game 2 _ 

Radulov-Wes terinen 
Hamburg 1981 

1 e4 e5 2 <2)f3 -2)c6 3 -2)c3 d6 4 d4 
exd4 5 &xd4 Ad 7 


38 Wd3+ f5 39 c4 Wxh4 40 Wxf5+ 
&h6 41 We6+ g6 42 c5 Wh2 43 c6 
&h5 44 Wf7 Wc2 45 c7 1-0, Mi- 
hevc-B.Hund, Manila Women’s 01. 
1992. 

6..&f6 7 Ae2 g6 8 Wd2 Ag7 
(this type of position can also arise 
from the lines in chapter 2) 9 0-0-0 
0-0 10 f3 a6 11 g4 b5 12 g5 &e8 
(normally White would play h4 and 
h5 in this type of position, but here 
he makes use of the fact that 
12...£lh5 13 Slxc6 Axc6 14 -2)d5 
followed by f4 is good for White to 
drive Black’s knight to a bad square) 
13 &xc6 Axc6 14 h4 Ad7 15 h5 c6 
16 Ad3 We7 17 Wh2 Ah8 18 Wh4 



■=> 6 0xc6 Axc6 7 Ad3 0f6 8 Af4 
Ae7 9 Wd2 0-0 10 0-0-0 <2)d7 11 
Ihel Af6 12 f3 <5le5 13 Wf 2 b5 14 
Sle2 Wc8 15 <?M4 Wa6 16 &b 1 <S)c4 
17 Axc4 bxc4 18 e5 dxe5 19 Axe5 
Ad7 20 Axf6 Wxf6 21 Wd2 Sfb8 22 
Wc3 Wb6 23 Qe2 Af5 24 GM Ag6 
25 h4 h5 26 Sld5 Wc5 27 <2)e7+ &h7 
28 £xg6 &xg6 29 g4 ld8 30 gxh5+ 
&h7 31 a3 Wxh5 32 Wxc4 WxO 33 
fixd8 lxd8 34 Wxc7 fld2 35 Wc4 
fldl+ 36 fixdl Wxdl+ 37 &a2 Wh5 


20 e5! (an obvious but attractive 
move to clear the knight’s path to¬ 
wards f6) 20...Axe5 21 fte4 <2)c7 22 
3xd6 Af5 23 Ac5 <5le6 24 hxg6 
Axg6 25 4tf6+ Axf6 26 gxf6 Wc7 
27 Ad3 <5lxc5 28 Wh6 &e6 29 Sd4! 
(of course 29 Hxe6 fxe6 30 Axg6 
isn’t bad, but this move is even 
stronger) 29...Wg3 30 Axg6 Wg5+ 
31 Wxg5 4)xg5 32 Axh7+ &xh7 33 
3g4+ &h8 34 Sg7 1-0 




_ Game 3 _ 

Nunn-Steinbacher 
London (Lloyds Bank) 1992 

1 e4 e5 2 &f3 £k6 3 £sc3 d6 4 d4 
Ag4 5 Ab5 (without doubt the best 
reply) 5...exd4 6 Wxd4 a6 

Or 6...Axf3 (6...<2)ge7 7 We3 a6 8 
Ae2 is also slightly better for White 
because the e7 knight is badly 
placed) 7 gxf3 Wd7 8 Wa4 and now: 


^ 8...a6 9 Ae3 flb8 10 Ae2 Slf6 11 
0-0-0 Ae7 12 Ihgl 0-0 13 f4 Wc8 
14 SM5 fie8 15 Slxf6+ Axf6 16 e5! 
(leading to the forced win of mate¬ 
rial) 16...dxe5 17 Ag4 b5 18 We4 
Wb7 19 Ad7 £>a5 20 Wxb7 Slxb7 
21 Axe8 and White won in Czer- 
niak-Van Scheltinga, Beverwijk 1966. 
^ 8...<S)ge7 9 Ae3 (A.lvanov al¬ 
ready assesses this position as 
clearly better for White and suggests 
no real improvements for Black in 
*e remainder of the game) 9...a6 10 
®d5 Sc 8 11 Ae2 5lxd5 12 exd5 
®e7 13 Wb3 c6 14 dxc6 <S)xc6 15 



Sgl g6 16 0-0-0 Ag7 17 f4 We7 18 
f5 Wf6 19 h4 with a large plus for 
White, A.Ivanov-Beliavsky, USSR 
1982. 

7 Axc6+ bxc6 8 Ae3 c5 9 Wc4 
(Black had to try 9...Ae6, but 
even then 10 We2 gives White a for¬ 
midable lead in development) 


wr 

m 

M||i .... 


10 e5! (opening up die position 
while Black’s king is still trapped in 
the centre) 10...Ae6 (10...dxe5 11 
<S)xe5 Ae6 12 Wa4+ is also veiy 
bad, while 10...Axf3 11 exf6 Ac6 
12 <2)d5 is cmshing because 

12.. .gxf6 loses to 13 We4+ &d7 14 
Wf5+) 11 Wa4+ &d7 (ll...Ad7 12 
W&5 dxe5 13 0-0-0 threatens both 
Slxe5 and Axc5) 12 0-0-0 Ae7 
(there is nothing better, but now 
White can win the d6 pawn) 13 A14 
Wb8 14 Wc6 0-0 15 exd6 cxd6 16 
Axd6 Axd6 17 Wxd6 Wb7 18 
^gS? (the simple 18 She! should 
win without problems) 18...3fb8 19 
b3 (19 <S)xe6? Wxb2+ 20 &d2 <5lb6! 
is unclear) 19...£tf8 20 Wxc5 (I had 
intended 20 <S)d5 based on the line 

20.. .fld8 21 £e7+ &h8 22 Wxe6!, 
but 20...h6! is awkward for White) 
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20.. .5c8 21 Wc3 SLB (this makes it 
easy; Black should have regained 
one pawn by 21 ...Wxg2, when White 
must still work hard for the win) 22 
43ge4 Se8 23 Shel (the tactical 
point is 23...Axe4 24 43xe4 £5 25 
43d6!, so White keeps his two extra 
pawns) 23...Sac8 24 WO Axe4 25 
43xe4 Wc7 26 Se2 3e6 27 h3 43g6 
28 &bl 43f4 29 Sed2 ?hdS 30 c4 
Sxe4 31 3xd5 Se7 32 Wd3 g6 33 
Sd8+ 3e8 34 Sxc8 Wxc8 35 Wd7 
fb8 36 c5 We5 37 c6 We4+ 38 &b2 
WeS+ 39 Wd4 Wei 40 3c 1 Sd8 41 
Wf41-0 

Now we move on to 1 e4 e5 2 430 
43c6 3 43c 3 Ac5. White can reply 4 
Ab5, with a type of Spanish, but the 
critical continuation is undoubtedly 
4 43xe5. Examination of published 
theory gives the impression that this 
line is very bad for Black, which is 
probably true, but White must be 
careful. The main line run s 4 43xe5 
43xe5 5 d4 Ad6 6 dxe5 Axe5 7 f4 
Axc3+ 8 bxc3 43 f6 9 e5, and now 

9.. .We7 10 Ae2 43e4 11 Wd4 is 
analysis going back to the last cen¬ 
tury. A couple of recent games have 
featured 9...43e4, but I doubt if this 
will lead to a reassessment of the 
variation since White can keep a 
clear advantage with accurate play. 


Game 4 


Martorelli-Bellia 
Italian Ch. 1986 

1 e4 e5 2 430 43c6 3 43c3 Ac5 4 
43xe5 43xe5 5 d4 Ad6 6 dxe5 Axe5 
7 f4 Axc3+ 8 bxc3 43f6 9 e5 43e4 



10 Wd5! 

O 10 WO (this causes relatively few 
problems for Black) 10...d5 11 Ad3 
Wh4+ 12 g3 Wh3 13 c4 Ag4 14 Wfl 
43c5 15 Ae2 ®xfl+ 16 Axfl AO 
17 Igl 0-0-0 18 Aa3 43e6 19 cxd5 
Axd5 20 Ad3 with an edge for 
White, V.Orlov-Mitkov, USSR- 
Yugoslavia Junior match 1991. 

10.J§h4+ (10...43xc3 11 Wc4 
wins a piece) 11 g3 43xg3 12 hxg3 
Wxg3+ 13 &dl d6 14 Wd3 (14 
Ad2! Ag4+ 15 *cl AO 16 Wd3 
would have been a distinctly more 
convincing refutation) 14...Ag4+ 15 
Ae2 Kg2 16 Sh4 «rfl+ 17 &d2 
Wxf4+ 18 &el Axe2 19 Axf4 
Axd3 20 cxd3 dxe5 21 Axe5 (Black 
has three pawns for the piece, but 
they are all on the second rank) 
21...0-0-0? (21...f6 was better, with 
real drawing chances) 22 &d2 f6 23 
Ad4 Sd7 24 Sahl (now White has a 
clear advantage) 24...H6 25 S4h3 
&d8 26 3gl a6 27 3hg3 c5 28 
Axc5 Sh7 29 &e3 &e8 30 c4 *f7 
31 a4 g5 32 311 &g6 33 SgO Shf7 
34 3f5 h5 35 d4 h4 36 d5 h3 37 
Ad4 Ide7+ 38 &d3 g4 39 Axf6 h2 
40 Sg5+ &h6 41 Sxg4 1-0 
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I f Black wants to avoid the main 
lines of the Four Knights, then this 
is his most common choice. How¬ 
ever, it is objectively weaker than 
the main lines and offers White good 
attacking chances. White has a 
choice of three possible replies to 
Black’s system. The first is to pay no 
attention to Black’s plan and simply 
develop by -Ac4, d3 and 0-0. Al¬ 
though this cannot be completely 
wrong, it poses relatively few prob¬ 
lems for Black. Some examples are 
given in game 5. The second is the 
sharp continuation 4 d4 exd4 5 £id5, 
which we examine is games 6 and 7. 
Although Black must defend accu¬ 
rately he has excellent equalising 
chances. Finally there is the simple 4 
d4 exd4 5 <5ixd4, which currently ap¬ 
pears most dangerous for Black. 
This line often leads to castling on 
opposite flanks, with White launch¬ 
ing a kingside attack much as in the 
Yugoslav Attack against the 
Dragon. However, in the Dragon 
Black has the half-open c-file to aid 
his attack, but in this line Black finds 
it much harder to create serious 
threats. This variation is covered in 
games 8 and 9. 


Game 5 


interpolation of h4 and ...h5 Black 
may equalise now by playing ...h6; 
lacking this Black has no route to 
equality) 8...d6 9 £tf6+ &f8 (Black 
had to try 9...&xf6 10 exf6 £k!5 11 
Wxd4 4klxf6, although it is clear 
that White has excellent compensa¬ 
tion for the pawn) 10 Wxd4 Ag4 11 
0-0-0 &S 12 Wc3 Axf6 13 exf6 
&gh6 14 Eel Axf3 15 gxO &g8 16 
fle7! 4*7 17 &h3 Sf8 18 Hhel d5 
19 ii.xh6 d4 20 Wxc7 Wxc7 21 flxc7 
&xh6 22 Axf5 gxf5 23 Sxb7 Sad8 
24 lee7 &g6 25 flxa7 *xf6 26 
fled7 &e5 27 flxd8 flxd8 28 1x17 
Sa8 29 a3 *f4 30 &d2 Ia5 31 Hh7 
‘i’xO 32 lxh5 &e4 33 lh8 f4 34 h5 
*f3 35 h6 Sh5 36 h7 Hh2 37 &d3 
Sh4 38 a4 1-0, Hector-Iskov, 
Malmo Open 1986. 

4...Ag7 



Degraeve-Volzhin 

Oakham 1992 

1 e4 e5 2 530 4ic6 3 4ic3 g6 4 ±c4 
4 h4!? (a remarkable idea, but I 
wonder what White intended after 
4...£T6?) 4...h5 5 d4 exd4 6 £id5 
*87 7 iLg5 4ice7 8 e5 (without the 


5a3 

O 5 d3 <5T6 6 0-0 0-0 7 Ag5 h6 8 
Ae3 d6 9 a3 &h7 10 b4 <Sih5 11 b5 
&a5 12 Aa2 Ae6 13 £id5 c6 14 
bxc6 bxc6 15 4ib4 <5T4 16 c4 c5 17 
4id5 g5 18 Axf4 exf4 19 d4 4ic6 20 
dxc5 dxc5 21 e5 4ixe5 22 &xe5 
Axe5 23 Wc2+ *g7 24 Sadi &d4 
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(Black is clearly better at this stage, 
but a combination of his slightly ex¬ 
posed king and especially his clock 
led to a reversal of fortune) 25 Abl 
Sh8 26 Ifel Wd6 27 <23c3 ±g4 28 
5d2 lae8 29 Sxe8 Sxe8 30 h3 Ah5 

31 Wh7+ &f8 32 &b5 Wf6 33 Ae4 
g4 34 hxg4 Axg4 35 £3xd4 cxd4 36 
c5 Ad7 37 Hdl &a4 38 Scl f3 39 
Axf3 Se5 40 c6 Wf4 41 Wbl Sb5 
42 Wal Sb8 43 Sc4 Ab3 44 Ixd4 
Wf6 45 c7 Se8 46 lfc3 &e6 47 
Wc5+ &g7 48 &g4 Ac8 49 Axc8 
lxc8 50 lg4+ *h7 51 g3 Wal+ 52 
&h2 Wf6 53 3f4 We6 54 Wxal Wd5 
55 Wb6 h5 56 a4 Wd7 57 Wc5 &g6 
58 We5 f5 59 Sd4 #17 60 Sd6+ 
4r>h7 61 Sf6 1-0, Calvo-Averbakh, 
Palma de Mallorca 1972. 

5...d6 6 d3 €3(6 7 ±e3 0-0 8 Wd2 
(White has at most a very small ad¬ 
vantage, but Black plays too opti¬ 
mistically and runs into trouble) 

8...A.g4?'. 9 £3g5 <Sid410 h3 itd711 
f4 c6 12 0-0 b5 13 Aa2 a5 14 lael 
(now White has a clear plus, with a 
lead in development and pressure 
down the f-file to the sensitive f7 
square) 14...±e815 43d 1 h6 16 fxe5 
dxe5 17 c3 hxg518 cxd4 43h719 d5 
cxd5 20 ±xd5 2c8 21 Sf2 a4 22 
Sen Wei 23 Aa2 (the knight is 
heading for d5) 23...&H8 24 43c3 f6 
25 53d5 I'b7 26 d4 exd4 27 &xd4 
Af7 28 H4! (White is able to launch a 
direct attack) 28...gxh4 29 Sxf6! 
43xf6 30 Sxf6 &H7 31 3f4 Axd4+ 

32 Wxd4 Scl+ 33 &h2 fb8 34 
€3(8+ &H6 35 e5 g5 36 Axf7 3xf7 
37 lxh4+ 1-0 

In the lines after 4 d4 exd4 5 43d5 
A.g7 6 A.g5 43c e7, we consider two 
possibilities. In game 6 we cover the 


lines in which White meets ...c6 by 
43xe7, answering ...h6 by Ah4. In 
game 7 we examine the idea of re¬ 
sponding to ...c6 with 43c3, when the 
bishop retreats to e3 after ...h6. Re¬ 
cent games have not featured the re¬ 
treat to f4, probably because this 
leads only to equality. 


Game 6 


J.Szmetan-Frey 
Bogota 1977 

1 e4 e5 2 530 4)c6 3 4)c3 g6 4 d4 
exd4 5 43d5 Ag7 6 ±g5 4)ce7 (not 

6...4)ge7? 7 43xd4! Axd4 8 Wxd4 
43xd4 9 43f6+ &f8 10 Ah6 mate) 7 
43xd4 (one of the games below con¬ 
tinued with the move-order 7 Wd2 
h6 8 A.h4 c6 9 43xe7 43xe7 10 43xd4 
d5, but this is less flexible) 7...c6 8 
43xe7 43xe7 9Wd2h6 
O 9...d5 10 0-0-0 dxe4 (it is more 
risky to play this without ...h6 and 
...g5 interpolated) 



11 4)b5!? (an incredible but prob¬ 
ably unsound idea; 11 We3 is objec- 
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tively better, with a promising posi¬ 
tion for White) 1 l...Wxd2+ 12Hxd2 
Ae5 (Black cannot take the knight) 

13 Ac4 (calm development, and the 
knight is still invulnerable) 13...h6! 
(after 13...Af5 14 £id6+ ii.xd6 15 
Sxd6 White has enough for the 
pawn) 14 Af6 -&xf6 15 £k;7+ &f8 
16 ld8+ &g7 17 Ixh8 &xh8 18 
£lxa8 &g7 19 a4 £e5 20 a5 &f8 (or 
the simple 20...£kl5 followed by 
...±e6 when Black has fantastic 
compensation for the exchange; she 
is not winning the knight, but the 
knight cannot safely emerge) 21 h3 
4M5 22 Idl *e7 23 Bel &d6 24 
&d3 f5 25 c3 Ae6 26 Ae2 &d7 27 
a6 b6?? (a miserable blunder; after 

27...b5! Black is still clearly better, 
since it is hard to see a long-term de¬ 
fence to the threat of ...4r>c8-b8) 28 
£)xb6+ 'iscl 29 ^a4 <5ic4 30 'hc2 
&a5 314)c5 Ad5 32 b4 £te4 33 Idl 
£)a3+ 1-0, Micic-Dabrowska, Novi 
Sad Women’s 01. 1990. 

10 ±h4 d5 110-0-0 g5 (1 l...dxe4 
12 We3 Wa5 fails to 13 ±xe7! &xe7 

14 &b5 Wb6 15 Wa3+, as in Fichtl- 
Udovcic, Berlin 1961) 12 itg3 dxe4 
13We3 



13...Wd5? 

O 13...Wb6! (this is a better move, 
although the position is very double- 
edged) 14 .&d6 Ae6 15 Axe7 <i>xe7 
16 Wa3+ c5 17 <?ixe6 fxe6 18 £c4 
(Black’s king position appears inse¬ 
cure, but White has to fight his way 
past two e-pawns to reach the king 
and meanwhile the g7 bishop is very 
strong) 18...Sad8 19 Hdel Wc6 20 
Wb3 a6 21 O b5 22 &xe6 c4 23 
Wa3+ (23 ±xc4 bxc4 24 Wa3+ fol¬ 
lowed by Hxe4 was a better chance, 
although still very good for Black) 

23...‘i > xe6 24 Hxe4+ &f5 25 h4 
lhe8 26 hxg5 hxg5 27 We3 Hxe4 28 
fxe4+ *f6 29 Sh5 &e7 30 e5 Wxg2 
31 Wc5+ 4>e8 32 b3 Wd5 0-1, Mor- 
gulov-Shereshevsky, USSR 1975. 

14 ZhbSl (the start of a spectacular 
attack) 14...±xb2+ 15 &xb2 Wxdl 
16 £>c7+ &d8 17 ±d3! Wxhl 18 
Wd4+ £)d5 19 Wxh8+ 4>e7 20 
«e8+ &f6 21 We5+ &g6 22 itxe4+ 
f5 23 We8+ 1-0 


Game 7 


Nei-Helle 
Finland 1968 

I e4 e5 2 4^3 4)c6 3 4k3 g6 4 d4 
exd4 5 4)d5 ±g7 6 ±g5 <5ke7 7 
<£>xd4 c6 8 4ic3 h6 9 Jt,e3 (the 
bishop cannot retreat to h4 in this 
line because 9 Ah4 d5! 10 exd5 Wb6 

II £fo3 Wb4 exploits the tactical 
weakness of the h4 bishop) 9...d5?! 
This is too risky; 9...£tf6 is a more 
sensible line and appears to be satis¬ 
factory for Black, as in the following 
examples: 
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O 10 We2?! 0-0 11 0-0-0 b5 (Black 
already has a good position) 12 f3 b4 

13 &a4 Wa5 14 b3 d5 15 e5 &d7 16 
*bl c5 17 <5ib5 d4 18 e6 &b6 19 
exf7+ lxf7 20 Acl £lxa4 21 bxa4 
±b7 22 &d6 £id5? (time-trouble 
starts to affect the play; 22...Ad5! 23 
&xf7 Wxa4 24 ±b2 Wxa2+ 25 *cl 
c4 would have given Black a crush¬ 
ing attack) 23 ±b2 d3?? 24 Wxd3 
ld8 25 Wxg6 Hxd6 26 Wxd6 &d4 
27 Ac 4 1-0, Utasi-Westerinen, Ha¬ 
vana 1986. 

O 10 ±c4 0-0 11 Wf3? (a tactical 
blunder) ll...d5! 12 exd5 c5 (Black 
is winning) 13 4)db5 (after other 
knight moves ...Ag4 wins material 
because White’s queen is trapped) 

13...a6 14 d6 &f5 15 &c7 &xd6! 16 
0-0-0 Wxc7 17 Af4 18 Wd3 b5 
19 &d5 flad8 20 f3 b4 21 Wxg6 
*h8 22 Wd3 bxc3 23 fxg4 Wb6 24 
b3 Wb4 0-1, Gufeld-T.Petrosian, 
Moscow 1969. 

o 10 Ac 4 0-0 11 e5 (certainly better 
than Gufeld’s 11 HH3?, but even 
here Black has no problems) 
1 l...£e8 12 Wd2 d5 13 exd6 &xd6 

14 £b3 £ief5 15 fcxfi &xf5 16 
0-0-0 Hrxd2+ 17 Axd2 £ld4 18 ±e3 


&xb3+ 19 axb3 ±f5 20 &d4 Hfd8 
21 &xg7 *xg7 22 Sxd8 Sxd8 23 
lei ld4 24 g3 h5 25 Be7 Ml 26 
le4 Hd6 27 Sel £g4 28 &e4 Sd5 

29 <?'id2 g5 (Black has a slight ad¬ 
vantage and Keres suggested 

29,..Bf5 as a better winning chance) 

30 f3 M6 31 £)c4 *f6 32 £te3 Sd8 
33 Sdl fih8 34 *d2 h4 35 g4 ld8+ 
(the game peters out to a draw) 36 
*e2 Hxdl 37 £ixdl &e5 38 &e3 f5 
39 £rf2 f4+ 40 *e2 a5 41 £)h3 V 2 -V 2 , 
Tarve-Keres, Pamu 1971. 

10 exd5 £ixd5 11 £ixd5 WxdS 
(attentive readers will have no 
trouble guessing White’s next move) 



12 £)b5! (once again this move 
causes severe problems for Black) 

12...&e5 (after 12...Wxdl+ 13 Sxdl 
cxb5 14 Mb5+ Ml 15 ±c5+ *e6 
16 ±c4+ *15 17 Sd5+ *e6 18 
*d2! White has a colossal attack for 
the sacrificed piece) 13 WxdS cxd5 
14 0-0-0 £)e7 15 ±xa7 ±e6 16 a3 
0-0 17 ±c5 Sfe8 18 ±d6 ilxd6 19 
£)xd6 Seb8 20 ±d3 2a5 21 £ib5 
Ad7 22 £id4 b5 23 Shel *f8 24 c3 
£>c8 25 Se3 la7 26 Sdel £id6 27 
Se5 1-0 
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The next topic is the line 4 d4 
exd4 5 4ixd4. Black can meet this in 
two ways, according to whether he 
develops his knight on e7 or f6. The 
former keeps open the bishop’s di¬ 
agonal, but gives White a free hand 
with h4-h5. We consider this in 
game 8. If Black plays ...£)f6, there 
are two lines for White; the first in¬ 
volves exchanging knights on c6 and 
playing e5. This is the theoretical 
recommendation and it appears to 
guarantee a slight plus for White. 
The alternative is to continue with 
the attacking plan of Wd2,0-0-0 and 
a kingside pawn advance. This is 
more double-edged and it is not clear 
if White can gain an advantage. We 
examine this line in game 9. In both 
lines White must take care not to al¬ 
low Black to break open the position 
with a favourable ...d5. 


Game 8 


Nunn-Beliavsky 
Belgrade 1991 

1 e4 e5 2 £ic6 3 £,c3 g6 4 d4 
exd4 5 &xd4 Ag7 6 Ae3 £ige7 7 
Wd2d5?! 

This move is not justified. The al¬ 
ternative is 7...0-0 (see following 
diagram): 

^ 8 h4?! (White should play 0-0-0 
before starting his attack) 8...d5 9 
^xd5? (9 4ixc6 bxc6 10 0-0-0 is 
better, with equality) 9...4ixd5 10 
exd5 Wxd5 11 c4 We4 12 4ixc6 
®xc6 13 0-0-0 ±f5 14 a3 Af6 15 
&d3 Sad8 16 Wc2 flxd3 17 Hxd3 
^xg2 18 flhdl Axd3 19 Hxd3 



Whl+ 20 Idl Wxh4 21 ±xa7 Hd8 
22 flxd8+ Axd8 23 Ae3 it.g5 24 
We2 Jixe3+ 25 fxe3 We4 26 b4 h5 
27 c5 h4 28 Wd2 h3 29 Wd8+ &g7 
30 Wxc7 Whl f 31 &b2 Wg2+ 32 
&c3 h2 33 We5+ *h7 34 Wf6 &g8 
35 Wd8+ &g7 36 Wd4+ f6 0-1, Jok- 
simovic-V .Sokolov, Belgrade 1966. 
O 8 0-0-0 d6 9 h4 (when the knight 
is on e7 White need not play the pre¬ 
liminary O, but 9 JLe2 is another 
idea, waiting to see Black’s reply be¬ 
fore deciding on an attacking plan) 

9.. .h5 10 O &xd4 11 .&xd4 ^.xd4 12 
Wxd4 £ic6 13 Wd2 JLe 6 14 ±e2 
Wf6 15 f4 Sae8 16 f5 gxf5 17 it.xh5 
(White is clearly better) 17...f4 18 
Idfl We5 19 JLe2 4id4 20 it.d3 c5 
21 Wxf4 (21 Hxf4 c4 22 it.fl would 
have been very good for White, 
keeping the queens on for the attack) 

21.. .C4 22 Wxe5 (22 JLe2 was better; 
the move played cements the knight 
on d4 and improves Black’s pawn 
structure) 22...dxe5 23 Ae2 b5 
(Spassky’s experience enables him 
to escape from a dangerous situ¬ 
ation) 24 ±h5 &g7 25 &e2 Hh8 26 
±f3 b4 27 &xd4 exd4 28 Sdl Sd8 
29 c3 dxc3 30 bxc3 a5 31 flxd8 



Hxd8 32 Idl Sb8 33 &b2 Sh8 34 
h5 Hb8 35 Sd6 bxc3+ 36 &xc3 Sb4 
37 Adi fibl 38 *c2 Sb5 39 lc6 
Be5 40 ±f3 Hb5 41 fla6 c3 42 &xc3 
&xa2 43 Ae2 Hg5 44 g4 &e6 45 
&d4 *h7 46 e5 Axg4 47 ±d3+ ASS 
48 lxa5 itxd3 49 &xd3 Hxh5 50 
4r>e4 &g7 51 Hal V 2 -V 2 , Sterten- 
brink-Spassky, Bundesliga 1986/7. 

8 £ixc6 bxc6 9 0-0-0 Ae6 10 
±d4 0-0 11 ±xg7 &xg7 12 Wd4+ 
f6 (Black should have tried 12...&g8) 


Makarychev-Tukmakov 
Palma de Mallorca 1989 

1 e4 e5 2 £if3 £)c6 3 £ic 3 g6 4 d4 
exd4 5 <£ixd4 Ag7 6 Ae3 4)f6 7 

Wd2 

The theoretical recommendation 
7 <5ixc6 bxc6 8 e5 hasn’t been seen 
much recently, which is surprising 
because it virtually guarantees 
White a safe (if small) advantage. 
When it has appeared the outcome 
has been successful, for example: 



many loose pieces sitting on the e- 
fde) 15 Wxa7 Wd6 16 &b3 An 17 
exd5 cxd5 18 £)b5 Wf4+ 19 &bl 
Sd7 20 Wc5 £tf5 21 g3 WO 22 
&xc7 Sfd8 23 Shel Se7 24 c3 
Sdd7 25 £ib5 Ixel 26 Ixel d4 27 
AxS7 Wx£2 28 Scl *xf7 29 g4 £ie3 
30 cxd4 £>xg4 31 £>d6+ Sg7 32 
WcS lxd6 33 Wc7+ &h6 34 Wxd6 
foe3 35 a4 g5 36 Wf8+ &g6 37 
WgS+ &h6 38 We6 WH 39 3c3 $}fl 
40 5h3+ 1-0 


O 8...£>d5 (this pawn sacrifice is a 
new idea, but it is not convincing) 9 
<5ixd5 cxd5 10 Wxd5 Hb8 11 Axa.7 
lxb2 12 Ad4 Bb8 13 Ac4 0-0 14 
0-0 Ab7 15 Wa5 Wg5 16 f3 d6 17 
Bf2 (to meet 17...dxe5 by 18 f4) 
17...C5 18 f4 Wh4 19 ±c3 dxe5 20 
Wc7 (threat 21 &xf7+) 20...Wd8 21 
Wxd8 Rbxd8 22 fxe5 Ad5 23 ±xd5 
lxd5 24 He2 Be8 25 a4 (Black fi¬ 
nally regains the pawn, but the a- 
pawn is too strong) 25...Axe5 26 
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I.xe5 fldxe5 27 Axe5 Sxe5 28 a5 
Se7 29 &f2 &f8 30 &f3 &e8 31 a6 
2a7 32 &e4 &d7 33 &d5 c4 34 
*xc4 &c6 35 &d4 f5 36 h4 <i>b6 37 
<£>d5 &c7 38 c4 <&>b8 39 Bbl+ &a8 
40 c5 Bd7+ 41 *c6 Sd2 42 &b6 
Hd8 43 a7 1-0, Campora-E.Geller, 
Berae 1988. 

O 8...<5)g8 9 f4!? (an interesting new 
idea; after 9 M4 We7 10 We2 f6 11 
exf6 ®xf6 12 0-0-0 White has a 
small advantage) 9...f6 10 Wd2 fxe5 
11 fxe5 Axe5 120-0-0 (for the pawn 
White has a large lead in develop¬ 
ment) 12...d6 13 lei 14 Ag5 
We7 (14...0-0? 15 Hxe5 wins) 15 
M4 M6 16 4ie4! <5 ixe4 17 Rxe4 
Wd7 18 Af6 Hf8 19 Axe5 dxe5 20 
Wxdl+ (keeping the queens on by 
20 We2 was probably even better) 
20...‘&’xd7 21 Hdl f Ad5 22 Axd5 
cxd5 23 Uxd5+ M6 24 Sdxe5 and 
with a clear extra pawn the position 
should be a win. White eventually 
netted the full point in Shabanov- 
Vorotnikov, USSR 1977. 

O 7 Ae2 with the idea of castling 
kingside was played in the well- 
known game Spassky-Larsen, 
Malmo match 1968. It was the only 
game Larsen won in this Candidates’ 
match and it proved that without the 
attacking chances afforded by cas¬ 
tling on opposite wings White has no 
advantage: 7...0-0 8 0-0 He8 9 £ixc6 
bxc6 10 Af3 Ab7 11 Wd2 d6 12 
^■h6 ±xh6 13 Wxh6 Ie5 14 Sael 
c5 15 Se3 Wei 16 fifel le8 17 h4 
®e6 18 Hrf4 &g7 19 b3 h6 20 Wg3 
^d7 21 Wf4 H8e7 22 £\d5 Axd5 23 
exd5 g5 24 hxg5 hxg5 25 Wg3 Wf5 
26 c4 Rxe3 27 fxe3 S.e5 28 Ml 
®d3 29 Af3 Wc3 30 &h2 a5 31 &hl 


*f8 32 Hfl Wxe3 33 Wh3 &g7 34 
g3 Wd4 35 g4 a4 36 Adi He3 37 
Wg2ld3 38 Ae2Sd2 0-l. 



8 0 - 0-0 

This is the best plan. It is possible 
to play 8 f3, but since White can 
often manage without this move it 
might cause a loss of time. In Radu- 
lov-Planinc, Wijk aan Zee 1974 
Black tried to refute 8 O by 8...d5, 
but after 9 £ixc6 bxc6 10 0-0-0 Ae6 
11 Ah6 5b8 12 Axg7 &xg7 13 We3 
We7 14 exd5 cxd5 15 Zixd5 <5)xd5 
16 Hxd5 Wf6 17 He5 Hfd8 18 Ml 
White had a definite advantage. 

8...£)xd4 

Otlier ideas: 

O 8...£ig4 9 Ag5! (9 £ixc6 bxc6 10 
Ad4 Axd4 11 Wxd4 Wf6 12 O £\e5 
13 Wd2 d6 14 f4 &d7 15 g3 &b6 16 
h4 h5 17 f5 <?M7 18 M2 £\e5 19 
Sdgl Sb8 20 Wh6 Ml 21 g4 hxg4 
22 Axg4 Wh8 V 2 -V 2 , Svidler-Lev, 
Gausdal 1991) 9...f6 (9...Af6!? 10 
Mf6 Wxf6 11 O Wxd4 12 Wxd4 
£}xd4 13 Sxd4 <5T6 14 e5 £ie8 15 
4ie4 followed by M4 is better for 
White) 10 M4 4ixd4 11 Wxd4 f5 12 
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Wc4+ *h8 13 Axc7 ®f6 14 We2 
with advantage to White according 
to Makarychev. 

O 8 ... Re8 (this may be Black’s best 
move) 9 £)xc6 (9 f3 d5 10 A.b5 A.d7 
11 exd5 £ie5 12 f4 £)eg4 13 Agl 
Axb5 14 (Rdxb5 a6 15 (Rd4 4^xd5 
16 &xd5 Wxd5 17 &b3 Wxd2+ 18 
£}xd2 Se2 19 g3 Sae8 20 £rf2 
21 Axf2 flxf2 22 SMI Ixfl 23 
flxf 1 5e2 24 lei S.f2 25 S.e8+ Af8 
26 &e5 4>g7 27 Sb8 b5 28 Sd8 Ad6 
29 Sd7 Axe5 30 fxe5 S.xh2 31 e6 
flf2 32 lxc7 h5 33 Sa7 g5 34 exf7 
Hxf7 35 Hxa6 Hf3 36 a4 bxa4 37 c4 
Sxg3 38 *d2 h4 39 &e2 h3 40 &f2 
h2 41 Ia7+ &g6 42 fla6+ &h5 0-1, 
Denny-Castro, St.Martin Open 
1991, but after 12 ^Le2! it is far from 
clear how Black can justify his pawn 
sacrifice; therefore 9 f3 is probably 
the critical move) 9...bxc6 10 A.g5 
and now: 



1) 10...We7 11 ±c4 We5 12 Sdel 
d6 13 f4 Wa5 14 e5 dxe5 15 flxe5 
flxe5 16 fxe5 Wxe5 17 Wd8+ &e8 
18 Sfl Ab7 19 Axf7+ &h8 20 We7 
(White has just an edge) 20...£kl6 21 
±b3 fle8 22 Wxe5 A.xe5 23 &a4 c5 


24 £>xc5 Ax g2 25 Hf2 Ac6 26 (Rd3 
Ad4 27 Af6+ &xf6 28 S.xf6 *g7 
29 Sf4 g5 30 Sf2 h5 31 £)c5 lel+ 
32 &d2 Se5 33 £te6+ flxe6 34 
Axe6 £te4+ 35 &e3 4)xf2 36 *xf2 
with an eventual draw, Abdennabi- 
Van der Steiren, Lucerne World 
TeamCh. 1989. 

2) 10...ab8 11 lei d6 12 &c4 
Ae6 13 Ab3 Wc8 14 &bl c5 15 e5 
dxe5 16 Axf6 &xf6 17 £te4 Ae7 18 
Wc3 c4 19 Axc4 Axc4 20 Wxc4 
Wbl 21 b3 with equality, although 
White later won a long rook and 
pawn ending in the game Ab- 
dennabi-J.Nikolac, Bahrain 1990. 

9 ilxd4 d6 10 f3 ±e6 11 g4! 
(Yurtaev’s innovation poses more 
problems for Black than the pre¬ 
viously played 11 ‘i’bl) ll...c5 12 
Ae3 Wa5 13 Ah6! Axh6!? 14 
Wxh6 b5!? (14...&xa2 15 h4 Ae6 
16 h5 gives White a very strong at¬ 
tack) 15 Jbcb5 Sab8 16 a4! a6 17 
Sxd6! (a spectacular temporary 
piece sacrifice) 17...axb5 18 e5 
£ixg4! (Black is forced to return the 
material because 18...£te8 19 £)e4 
threatens both 20 £tf6+ and 20 43g5) 
19 fxg4 #b4! 20 a5! (White must 
keep the b-file closed) 20...'i f xg4 21 
lei (threat £)e4) 21...WC5!? 22 
1 Sfh4 b4?! (after 22...h5!? the situ¬ 
ation would be less clear) 23 £)e4 h5 
24 Id2! (threat Sf2) 24...&g7! 25 
Wf6+ &h6 26 £ixc5 Ib5 27 £ixe6 
fxe6 28 WxfS Ixf5?! (28...exf5 was 
a better chance because the passed f- 
pawn offers counterplay) 29 a6 
2fxe5 30 Sxe5 Sxe5 31 Sd6! &g5 
32 c4! &h4 33 &c2 &h3 34 &b3 
&xh2 35 &xb4 lei 36 a7 Sal 37 
2d2+ 1-0 
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T his system can only arise via the 
Petroff move-order, but since 
many players adopt the Four 
Knights against both 2...4k6 and 
2...<fsf6 we will examine it in detail. 
The critical reply is 4 £ixe5, but first 
we will consider some other options. 
The line 4 a3 Axc3 5 dxc3 is a poor 
choice because it is a direct transpo¬ 
sition into the variation 1 e4 e5 2 
£T3 £ic6 3 &b5 a6 4 ±a4 £if6 5 
Axc6 dxc6 (with colours reversed), 
and therefore loses a tempo. The 
main alternative to 4 £ixe5 is 4 Ac4, 
but here we run into problems with 
transpositions. Perhaps the most 
common answer to 4 Ac4 is 4...£>c6, 
but 5 d3 leads to a line from C28 in 
ECO which is normally considered 
part of the Vienna Opening. We will 
consider it briefly in game 10. 

The main line runs 4 £ixe5 0-0 5 
±e2 He8 6 &d3 iUc3 7 dxc3, when 
White gains the two bishops but the 
symmetrical pawn structure makes it 
hard for White to achieve anything. 
White probably has a slight advan¬ 
tage, but no more. However, Black’s 
winning chances are even more re¬ 
mote, and normally Black can only 
win if White overpresses. This line is 
rather depressing for Black, but 
would probably appeal to Petroff 
players. We look at it in game 11. 


Game 10 

Larsen-Davies 
London (WFW) 1989 

1 e4 e5 2 £}f3 £)fS 3 £k3 ±b4 4 
■S.c4 ®c6 5 d3 d6 (5...0-0 is a major 


alternative; readers should refer to 
standard theoretical works for cover¬ 
age) 6 0-0 ,&xc3 7 bxc3 Ji.g4 (theory 
gives 7...£>a5 8 Ab3 (Rxb3 9 axb3 
0-0 10 c4 b6 as equal, but in my view 
White’s preponderance of pawns in 
the centre must give him a slight ad¬ 
vantage) 8 h3 Ah5 



9±b3 

> 9 Hel Wd7 (the idea is to prevent 
g4, and to make White worry about 
...0-0-0 followed by ...Bdg8 and 
...g5-g4) 10 Ab5?! (the exchange of 
this bishop gives Black a comfort¬ 
able game) 10...a6 11 Axc6 Wxc6 
12 c4 b5 (Black is already slightly 
better) 13 g4 Ag6 14 cxb5 axb5 15 
a3 £id7 (of course the g6 bishop is 
out of play, but it can return by ...f6 
and ...Af7, while White must worry 
both about the weak a-pawn and 
about the damage he has done to his 
own kingside) 16 Ibl (Rc5 17 Sb4 
0-0 18 c4 Hfb8 19 £\h4 bxc4 20 
Rxc4 d5 (opening lines exposes 
White’s kingside weaknesses) 21 
flc3 Wd6 22 WO d4 23 Hc4 Sb3 24 
£ixg6 hxg6 25 fldl Bc3! (decisive) 
26 Bxc3 dxc3 27 d4 exd4 28 e5 Wd8 



29 Sxd4 ifxd4 30 ifxa8+ &h7 31 
iLe3 !fxe3 32 fxe3 c2 0-1, Seppeur- 
Nunn, Bundesliga 1984/5. 

9...£id7?! (the ...!fd7 plan is also 
appropriate here; Black must gener¬ 
ate some active play or else White’s 
two bishops and central pawns will 
prove the dominant factor) 10 le3 
ife7 11 Sbl £kl8 12 &h2 f6 13 
ifd2 ilf714 £h4 g615 f4 ilxb3 16 
axb3 £sf7 17 0-0 18 B£2 a6 19 

Sbfl ^8 (White has a lasting ad¬ 
vantage; his pawns are nearer the 
centre, which means that Black has 
no favourable way to change the 
pawn structure, and there is a poten¬ 
tial long-term problem along theal- 
h8 diagonal because Black has no 
dark-squared bishop) 20 &hl Sae8 
21 £lh2 exf4 22 l,xf4 £tfe5 23 c4 
Bf7 24 ifa5 Bc8 25 £>c6 26 

ifc3 &g8 27 £sh2 h5 28 Acl «f8 
29 &B ifg7 30 b4 £ke5 31 £d4 
(White starts to make use of his ad¬ 
vantages; the move c5 will under¬ 
mine the e5 knight) 



31..£e8 32 c5 dxc5 33 bxc5 c6 
34 £sb3 g5 (the f5 square is the last 


Aa3 £ted7 38 ifal b5 39 d4 lxe4 
40 JLxc5 1-0 


Game 11 


Bastian-Roder 
Bundesliga 1985 

1 e4 e5 2 &B £if6 3 5k3 1,1)4 4 
£>xe5 0-0 

This looks better than 4...!fe7 5 
£id3 !xc3 6 dxc3 <?ixe4 7 le2 0-0 
8 0-0 d5 9 $3f4 c6 10 c4 dxc4 11 
lxc4 and now: 



1 l...£)d6?! (a weakmove) 12 fiel 
ifc7 13 Ab3 Af5 14 £>h5 ifd7 15 
ifd4 &e8 16 ifc3 Ag6 17 Ah6! 
(White finishes neatly) 17...1xh5 
(17...gxh6 18 flxe8 lxh5 19 lxf8+ 
&xf8 20 Wh8+ &e7 21 flel+ &d6 
22 ife5 mate) 18 Hxe8 Wg4 19 
flxf8+ &xf8 20 h3! Wg6 21 Wb4+ 
&g8 22 ifxb7 gxh6 23 ifxa8 Wd6 
24 ifxa7 4M7 25 We3 Ag6 26 a4 
£>c5 27 a5 1-0, Istratescu-Wijesun- 
dara, Manila 01.1992. 

O U...iLf5 (Alekhine found a better 


straw) 35 £k!4 !ff8 36 £)f5 £ixc5 37 move 80 years earlier, but it does not 
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equalise) 12 We2 (this threatens f3; 

12 Wh5 was another idea) 12...He8 

13 Bel Wd7 14 £e3 b5 15 fladl (in 
his book of best games, Alekhine 
gives the immediate 15 -&b3 as bet¬ 
ter for White) 15...Wc7 16 £d3 (the 
tournament book recommends 16 
Ab3) 16...-5M7 17 f3 (if White 
wanted to play g4, he should have 
done so immediately) 17...£)d6 18 
g4? (now this is just a mistake) 

18.. .6xd3 19 Wxd3 £ie5! (White is 
suddenly much worse) 20 Wfl £idc4 
21 Acl Wa5 22 fle2 Wxa2 23 Bdel 
f6 24 £id3 Hf8 25 b3 £id6 26 £ixe5 
fxe5 27 Wg2 flae8 28 f4 e4 29 f5 
Wal 30 Wg3 (30 .&f4 gives drawing 
chances) 30...£sf7 31 c3 b4 32 jLb2 
Wa5 33 flxe4 flxe4 34 flxe4 Wd5 35 
Be2 Wdl+ 36 Wei Wxb3 37 cxb4 
<5)g5 38 Wc3 <^h3+ 39 *fl Wdl+ 
40 Wei Wd5 41 fle4 £ig5 (41...h5! 
wins more quickly) 42 Wc3 fif6 43 
Bd4 Whl+ 44 &e2 Wxh2+ 45 &dl 
h5 46 Bd7 $3f7 47 g5 Wgl+ 48 Wei 
fld6+ 49 Sxd6 Wxel+ 50 *xel 
Sixd6 51 f6 gxf6 52 Axf6 *f7 53 
&d4 a6 54 & e 2 &g6 55 &d3 &xg5 
56 JLe 5 <$¥5 57 &c4 h4 58 £h2 &g4 
59 -4>c5 &h3 60 £c7 &g2 61 &xc6 
h3 62 &b6 £ig3 63 &xa6 h2 64 b5 
hlW 65 b6 £ie4 66 b7 £ic5+ 0-1, 
Alapin-Alekhine, Carlsbad 1911. 

5±e2fle8 

Black can also play 5...d6, which 
gives him the possibility of delaying 
or avoiding ...fie8. However, the re¬ 
sult is a transposition into positions 
which are not fundamentally differ¬ 
ent from those in the main line. After 

5.. .d6 6 £M3 iLxc3 7 dxc3 &xe4 8 
0-0 Black has tried: 

* 8 -^f5 9 ±e3 Sid7 10 Bel fle8 


11 c4 £sdc5 12 Afl £ixd3?! (this is 
dubious for tactical reasons) 13 cxd3 
&f6 14 Wf3 ±c8 (14...Wc8 15 ±g5 
is very awkward) 15 -&g5 ilxel 16 
Axel *f8 17 We4! (the threat of 
.&xf6 wins a pawn) 17.. J&.e6 18 
l.xf'6 Wxf6 19 Wxb7 Wd8 20 g3 
flb8 21 Wxa7 flxb2 22 d4 Hb4 23 a3 
Bb2 24 d5 &d7 25 Wd4 Wf6 26 
Wxf6 gxf6 27 &g2 c5 28 He2 flbl 
29 Sa2 ±a4 30 ±d3 Bel 31 flb2 
flc3 32 £xh7 flxc4 33 *f3 fld4 34 
±e4 f5 35 iLxf'5 Sxd5 36 *f4 c4 37 
flb4 ±b3 38 h4 fld2 39 &g5 &g7 40 
flb7 flxf2 41 h5 ±a4 42 h6+ &f8 43 
flb8+ *e7 44 h7 flxf5+ 45 &xf5 
£c2+ 46 *f4 ±xh7 47 flc8 ±d3 48 
flc7+ &e6 49 &e3 d5 50 &d4 f5 51 
a4 &d6 52 flc5 &c2 53 a5 ±a4 54 
flxd5+ &e6 55 fle5+ &f6 56 flc5 
1-0, Riihrig-Griinberg, Bundesliga 
1984. 

8...4&C6 9 £tf4 £tf6 10 c4 Af5 11 
b3 <?ib4?! 12a3-?3c613 Ab2 (Black 
has wasted time and White stands 
well) 13...1e8 14 f3 <?ie5 15 Wd2 
£ig6 16 ^d3?! (16 £id5 gives White 
some advantage) 16...d5 17 c5? (and 
this is just wrong) 17...We7 18 Bf2 
±xd3 19 ±xd3 Wxc5 20 Ax£6 gxf6 
21 f4 He7 22 flafl We3 23 ±xg6 
V 2 -V 2 , Svidler-Delanoy, Groningen 
Open 1990. 

6 £)d3 iLxc3 7 dxc3 £ixe4 8 &f4 

The purpose of this move is to 
prevent ...d5. If White plays 8 0-0, 
then Black can transpose to the lines 
below or try to take advantage of 
White’s omission, as in the follow¬ 
ing example: 

■O 8 0-0 d5 9 $3f4 c6 10 &e3 £id7 
(10...<5id6 is the theoretical recom¬ 
mendation, in order to prevent c4) 11 
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c4 dxc4 12 Axc4 ^e5 13 ifxd8 
Hxd8 14 Ae2 Af5 (a typical posi¬ 
tion from this variation; can White 
make use of his two bishops?) 15 g4 
Ad7 16 fi 17 fladl &g6 18 
£ixg6 hxg6 19 c4 Ae6 20 b3 b6 21 
*f2 c5 22 h4 &f8 23 Hhl (the start 
of a plan which leads nowhere; grad¬ 
ual preparation for a3 and b4 might 
have been better, but it is obviously 
hard work to make progress) 

23.. .flxdl 24 Axdl fle8 25 h5 gxh5 
26 gxh5 Af5 27 Ag5 ^g8 28 Ae2 
f6 29 Af4 *f7 30 Sdl ^e7 31 Ad3 
Sd8 32 Ac2 flxdl 33 Axdl £lc6 
(Black has completely equalised) 34 
&e3 &e6 35 Ag3 £>e5 36 Ael %\c6 
37 Ac3 Ah7 38 a3 a5 39 f4 Abl 40 
Af3 &d6 41 Ae4 Axe4 42 &xe4 
£ie7 43 f5 £ig8 44 Ad2 &h6 45 
Af4+ &c6 0-1 (presumably this was 
a loss on time as the position is com¬ 
pletely drawn), Si.Popov-Oniscuk, 
USSR-Yugoslavia Junior match 
1991. 

8...d6 9 0-0 £ic6 

O Or 9...£>d7 (this doesn’t make 
much difference, because the knight 
normally goes to e5 in any case) 10 
Ae3 £ie5 11 lei Ad7 12 f3 4&f6 13 
Afl Ac6 14 c4 a6 15 a4 d5 16 cxd5 
£ixd5 17 £ixd5 Axd5 18 b3 (once 
again the typical structure arises) 

18.. .h5 19 Af2 He6 20 Ag3 ifd6 21 
ifd4 flae8 22 c4 Ac6 23 ®xd6 cxd6 
(on this occasion White has made 
concrete progress; Black has to de¬ 
fend his weak d-pawn as well as 
fight against the two bishops) 24 
fledl?! h4 25 Axh4 Axf3 26 ld2 
Ah5 27 h3 f5 28 fif2 lf8 29 Ag5 
flg6 30 Af4 ftO+ 31 &hl ^g5 32 
Axg5 lxg5 33 Ad3 (White is still 


slighdy better) 33...1f6 34 &h2 a5 
35 Safi Ag6 36 Sf4 *f7 37 Ae2 
Se6? (Black doesn’t notice the 
threat to his rook on g5) 38 Af3 Se3 
39 h4 SxO 40 SlxO Sh5 41 Sd3 
&e7 42 Sd5 Ae8 43 Sdxf5 b6 44 
Sxh5 Axh5 45 B£5 Ae8 46 &g3 
Ad7 47 Sg5 &f6 48 *f4 Ac6 49 g4 
d5 50 cxd5 Ad7 51 h5 Ae8 52 Sf5+ 
1-0, Heidrich-Ruhrig, Bundesliga 
1986. 



10 lei 

^ 10 c4 a5 11 £ld5 £ic5 12 b3 £le5 
13 Ab2 c6 14 4&e3 ife7 15 ®d2 
(White can also consider 15 flel fol¬ 
lowed by Afl) 15...f5 16 $3dl $2e4 
17 We3 Wf7 18 f3 4eif6 19 ifd2 d5 
20 cxd5 ifxd5 21 !fxd5+ ^xd5 22 
flel (Black’s active pieces almost 
compensate for the two bishops, but 
the move ...f5 has weakened the 
kingside) 22..MH 23 &c3 &e3 24 
Ad3 f4 25 Acl Af5 26 Sxe3 flxe3 
27 Axe3 Axd3 28 cxd3 fxe3 29 *fl 
(the e3 pawn is in trouble as White 
can cut off the e-file by £se4) 29...b5 
30 &e2 a4 31 b4 -5M6 32 &xe3 and 
White won with his extra pawn, Mar- 
ciano-Miralles, Montpellier 1991. 
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10...±f5 11 Ae3 h6 12 a4 ®d7 
13 a5 £ie5 14 c4 ®c6 15 ®d4 £lg5 
16 £id5 £e6 17 ®c3 ile4 18 fladl 
(as usual White is slightly better) 

18...b619 f3 Axd5 20 Ixd5 &g6 21 
«d2 Sad8 22 b3 ^ef8 23 axb6 
axb6 24 £d3 &e7 25 Sh5 d5 26 
cxd5 ^xd5 27 l,e4 



27...£>xe3 (Black attempts to es¬ 
cape from an awkward situation tac¬ 
tically) 28 &xc6 (28 ®xd8 was 
probably stronger; after 28...®c3 29 
Wh4 or 28...flxd8 29 &xc6 White is 
clearly better) 28...Sxd2 29 Jlxe8 
£ixg2 30 Se7 &g6 31 Sd7 (Black 
has counterplay after 31 Axf7+ &f8 
32 flxc7 £)6f4, for example 33 flf5 
fldl+ 34 *f2 fld2+ 35 &g3 £ie2+!) 
31 ...Sxc2 32 Jlxf7+ &h7 33 Jlxg6+ 
4xg6 34 lhd5 (34 le5 $)h4 35 Ie3 
may be better, but now White’s win¬ 
ning chances are poor) 34...£iel 35 
&fl &xf3 36 h3 Sb2 37 Sd3 £ie5 
38 Sg3+ &f6 39 flxc7 g5 40 Sb7 
<&f5 41 lxb6 h5 42 Sb5 ^f4 43 
Sc3 g4 44 hxg4 hxg4 45 fixe5 &xe5 
46 b4 ^f4 47 b5 g3 48 Sc8 lxb5 49 
Sf8+ &g4 50 &gl flbl+ 51 < 4>g2 
Sb2+ 52 &gl Sc2 53 flg8+ V 2 -V 2 
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A s explained in the introduction, 
the variation 1 e4 e5 2 4^0 £sc6 
3 £sc3 4 d4 exd4 5 £>xd4 is part 
of the Scotch Opening and is there¬ 
fore not analysed in this book. How¬ 
ever, we do consider alternatives on 
Black’s 4th move and White’s 5th 
move. The main 5 th move alterna¬ 
tive is 5 £>d5, the so-called Belgrade 
Gambit. This aggressive continu¬ 
ation involves the sacrifice of a sec¬ 
ond pawn, which Black may either 
accept or decline. Unlike most of the 
chapters in this book, a large per¬ 
centage of the analysis is pure tac¬ 
tics, and readers who are considering 
adopting this line with either colour 
should be aware that even a small 
slip can be fatal. 

We first consider the three main 
methods of declining the offer. The 
first is by 5...<?ib4, which is analysed 
in game 12. This is a relatively safe 
continuation. After 6 -&c4 White can 
only hope for a very slight advan¬ 
tage, so the critical lines are those af¬ 
ter 6 1 ?ixd4, but even these pose few 
problems for Black. The second way 
to decline the gambit is by 5...£>xd5 
6 exd5 £>b4 (or 6...itb4+), as in 
game 13. My view is that this is 
much more risky for Black. After 
6..~&b4+ White has good chances 
for a small positional advantage, 
while 6...£ib4 allows White to de¬ 
velop a dangerous initiative. Finally 
we come to 5....&e7 (game 14), 
which is perhaps the safest continu¬ 
ation of all. Black has adopted this 
line in most recent games with the 
Belgrade Gambit, and the practical 
results suggest that he has little to 
fear. 


Black may also accept the second 
pawn by 5...Sjxe4. The older reply to 
this is 6 ®e2 (game 15), but al¬ 
though the play is complicated the 
evidence suggests that the only ques¬ 
tion is whether or not White can 
draw. More recent games have cen¬ 
tred on the direct 6 -&c4 (game 16). 
In this case White abandons any at¬ 
tempt to regain his material and con¬ 
centrates on rapid development. 
Admittedly this line has not been 
completely explored, but it is hard to 
believe that White’s attack is really 
correct. 

The Belgrade Gambit does not 
have a very good theoretical reputa¬ 
tion and recent games have done 
nothing to change this assessment. If 
Black doesn’t know what he is doing 
then he can easily get into trouble, 
particularly in some of the sharpest 
lines, but the line with 5....&e7 spoils 
White’s fun at litderisk. The alterna¬ 
tive 5...£sxe4 is also adequate, al¬ 
though in this case Black must be 
prepared to enter some complica¬ 
tions. 


Game 12 


Prie-Psakhis 
Paris 1990 

1 e4 e5 2 £k6 3 &c3 £ifl6 4 d4 

exd4 5 &d5 £ib4 (5...d6 is an infe¬ 
rior continuation because after 6 
£sxd4 the line 6...£sxe4? 7 £sb5 is 
too risky for Black, for example 
7... Ae6 8 £idxc7+! &d7 9 £ixa8 and 
Black has inadequate compensation 
for the sacrificed material) 




&xa8 29 h5 &b7 30 Af5 &c8 31 
&e4 iLb7 32 *f4 &e7 33 g5 &f8 34 
&g4 *e7 35 &h4 &f8 36 £g4 &e7 
37 f4 38 &h3 &e7 39 &g4 
40 £5 f6 V 2 -V 2 , Fahmer-Wells, Graz 
1991. 

6...£ixe4 

Psakhis gives 6...£sbxd5 7 exd5 
&c5 as equal, but 8 Hfe2+ may be 
slightly better for White. 


Or 6 iLc4 4Abxd5 7 exd5 ^b4+ 
and now: 

O 8 sfcfl (a typical Hector idea) 

8.. .0-0 9 ®xd4 h6 10 h4 d6 11 &g5 
jLc5 12 iLxf6 (12 ®d3 is roughly 
equal) 12...®xf6 13 ®xf6 gxf6 (in 
this ending White must be careful 
because the two bishops can become 
dangerous) 14 .&d3 Be8 15 4Ad2 
2e5 16 c4? (after 15 £>e4 the rasult 
should be a draw) 16...&f5 17 Axf5 
Sxf5 18 f3 b5! (suddenly White is in 
trouble) 19 b3 bxc4 20 bxc4 2b8 21 
*e2 2e5+ 22 *dl Hb2 23 flbl 
lxa2 24 lb8+ *g7 25 Hh3 f5 26 f4 
2al+ 27 <4>c2 He2 28 lg3+ &f6 29 
&d3 Bf2 30 &b3 Sa3 31 &c3 a5 32 
SO 2x0+ 33 gxO a4 0-1, Hector- 
Karolyi, Copenhagen 1985. 

8 &d2 (this is more sensible) 

8.. .®e7+ 9 We2 ®xe2+ 10 &xe2 
^■c5 11 b4 &b6 12 a4 a5 13 bxa5 
■^xa5 14 <5'ixd4 (White has a slight 
edge) 14...Axd2 15 *xd2 &e4+ 16 
*e3 £id6 17 iLb3 b6 18 *hb5 &xb5 
19 axb5 iLb7 20 2xa8+ £xa8 21 
Hal &e7 22 &d4 &b7 23 fla7 Hb8 
24 c4 d6 25 &c2 &d8 26 g4 h6 27 h4 
Sa8! (forcing the draw) 28 Sxa8+ 


7&SSI 

O 7 .&c4 4Axd5 8 .&xd5 .&b4+ 9 c3 
£lxc3 (magnificently greedy play by 
Black, but in this example White 
could find no refutation) 10 bxc3 
&xc3+ 11 *f 1 Axal 12 &a3 d6 13 
Ifxal 0-0 (Black has H+3& v A+5), 
but White has a big lead in develop¬ 
ment) 14 h4 c6 15 -&b3 a5? (this 
must be too slow; 15...c5 followed 
by ,...&e6 looks strong) 16 h5 h6 17 
ifc3 a4 18£c2 c5 19 Wd3 f5 (sud¬ 
denly Black’s position is full of 
holes) 20 £ib5 iff6 21 Sh3 b6 22 
Se3 Aa6 23 J.xa4 &h8 24 *gl 
±b7 25 ±b3 d5 26 ifd2 d4 27 Ie6 
ifg5 28 Wxg5 hxg5 29 flxb6 ±a6 
30 4Ac7 (what is wrong with 30 
±xc5?) 30...C4 31 iLdl flfb8! 32 


flxb8+ Hxb8 33 £lxa6 flbl 34 *fl 
flxdl+ 35 &e2 Hal 36£ib4 -4>h7 37 
&d2 Hfl 38 &e2 flbl 0-1, Federau- 
Behnnann, Bundesliga 1986. 

7.. .c6! 8 £*b4 Wa5!? 

A new move. 8....&xb4+ 9 c3 Wf6 
10 &xg7+ (10 WO £xc3 11 a3 was 
played in Tal-Averbakb, USSR 
Team Ch. 1954, and now 1 l...We5+ 
12 &d2 <?ie4+ 13 &c2 ±f8 would 
have left Black two pawns up for 
very little) 10...Wxg7 11 cxb40-0 12 
g3!? is given as unclear by Psakhis, 
but it is interesting to note that Tal 
mentions 10...^8! as the refutation. 
Therefore this line is probably even 
stronger than the move Psakhis 
played. 

9WO!±xb4+ lO&dl? 

Psakhis gives 10 c3! <?ixc3 11 a3 
1 ?id5+ 12 i'dl as unclear, but after 

12...0-0 it is up to White to justify his 
sacrifice, for example 13 -&h6 fle8 
14 -&xg7 d6 gives Black the advan¬ 
tage. 

10.. .We5! 11 £lxg7+ &d812^f5 


£ix£2+ 15 &e2 Se8+ 16 Ae3 £jxd3 
17 c3! £T4+ 18 &£2 £id3+ 19 &e2 
Wc4! 20 £xf7+ &c7 21 &d2 J.c5! 
22 Wg3+ &b6 23 £id6! ±xe3+ 24 
Wxe3+ Sxe3 25 £)xc4+ dxc4 26 
JLg4! fle8 27 b3 (27 &d4 
fld8+! 28 &xc4 M6 is a nice mate) 

27.. .6c5 0-1 

_ Game 13 _ 

Bellon Lopez-Jamieson 
Wijk aan Zee II1977 

1 e4 e5 2 $30 £lc6 3 £ic3 <S¥6 4 d4 
exd4 5 £id5 £ixd5 6 exd5 <?ib4 
The alternative is 6...it.b4+ 7 it.d2 
We7+ 8 We2 (8 Ml iLxd2+ 9 Wxd2 
£le5 10 <5ixd4 d6 110-0-0 Ml 12 f4 
<5ig6 13 g3 was slightly better for 
White in Borg-Nawa, Dubai 01. 
1986, but 8...d3!? is interesting) 

8.. .±xd2+ 9 &xd2 Wxe2+ 10 ±xe2 
and now: 
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27 


dxe5 18 fixe5 Bf8 19 Ad5 Vz-Vz, 
Svidler-Cherepkov, Leningrad 1990) 
14 <5)xd4 <5'ixd4 15 Hxd4 d6 16 
flxd5 &e7 17 £f3 (White has a 
small but permanent endgame ad¬ 
vantage) 17...1b8 18 flhdl Hd8 19 
£ e 4 g6 20 f4 f5 21 Af3 Ac6 22 
A5d3 b6 23 fla3 fld7 24 Ie3 &f6 25 
&c6 Sdd8 26 Sdel Af7 27 Se7 
Hbc8 28 iLa4 a6 29 £b3 d5 30 Sa7 
Sa8 31 lb7 Hab8 32 Iee7 Hxb7 33 
lxb7 ld6 34 4d2 h6 35 <£>d3 g5 36 
g 3 gxf4 37 gxf4 &h5 38 Hh7 &g6 
39 la7 Af3 40 *d4 Se6 41 iLxd5 
^.xd5 42 -4>xd5 Be2 43 Hxa6 flxc2 
44 lxb6+ *h5 45 h3 fle2 46 a4 le4 
47 a5 /Xxf4 48 b4 B£3 49 a6 Ixh3 50 
Hb5 1-0, Svidler-Badzharani, Len¬ 
ingrad 1990. 

4> 10...^b4 11 d6c5 12fihel 0-0 13 
Ac4 a6 14 a4 Sb8 15 a5 b5 16 axb6 
flxb6 17 &g5 lxd6 18£jxf7 le6 19 
Axe6 dxe6 20 -5M6 Ad7 21 f3 flb8 
(White should win this ending) 22 
He5 fib6 23 &c4 JXb5 24 -5M6 (24 c3 
is very strong) 24...1b6 25 £sc4 
V 2 -V 2 , Volpinori-Schepel, Manila 01. 
1992. 


The conclusion is that 6...ii.b4+ 
gives White a slight advantage. 

7 &xd4 £*d5 8 £H5 


* 8 #f3 (this appears inadequate) 
8~£tf6 9 Ag5 #e7+ 10 Ae2 #e5 
11 itxf6 #xf6 12 #e4+ &e7 13 
®b5 <4>d8 14 0-0-0 c6 15 £)c3 d6 16 
*bl Af5 17 #a4 &c7 (Black has 
consolidated his extra pawn) 18 g4 
if 6 19 f4 g6 20 h3 Shd8 21 &d3 
®h4 22 f5 gxf5 23 £xf5 i^f6 24 
|d3 ile5 25 #e4 He8 26 £xe6 
ttxe 6 27 #c4 &xc3 28 #xc3 Hae8 
29 a3 Wf6 30 flO #xc3 31 bxc3 f6 
32 Hhfl flel+ 33 Axel flxel+ 34 


&b2 ;Xe6 35 Hf5 *d7 36 c4 &e8 37 
flh5 Be7 38 fih6 Ef7 39 &c3 *f8 
40 Hh5 *g7 41 Hf5 Se7 42 flO 
&g6 43 &d2 fle5 44 Sd3 d5 and 
Black won in Reefschlager-Riedel, 
Bundesliga 1988. 



8...&e7 9 AgS % 10 l,xf6 gxf6 
11 #115+ ?hg6 12 0-0-0 (Tal once 
suggested 12 Ac4) 12...d6 13 -?Xh4 
(13 .&d3 looks more dangerous to 
me) 13..JLg7 14 Ac.4 (threat 15 
flhel+ -4>f8 16 #xg6!) 14...#d7 15 
Shel+ &d8 16 £ixg6 hxg6 17 
#xg6 Ah6+ 18 &bl #g7 19 #e4 
(it is hard to believe that White has 
enough for the piece) 
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19...Sb8 20 Sd3 f5 21 WdS ifffi 
(21..JLd7 appears good for Black) 
22 Hfa5 b5 23 Se6! (this move sur¬ 
prisingly leads to a forced draw) 

23...®xb2+ 24 &xb2 bxc4+ 25 
&c3 ilg7+ 26 &d2 ilxe6 27 2xd6+ 
ild7 28 2xd7+ &xd7 29 ifxf5+ 
&e7 30 ifc5+ &d7 31 ®f5+ &e7 32 
!fe4+ &d8 33 ifd5+ &e7 V 2 -V 2 


Game 14 


Hector-Fernandez Garcia 
Spain 1990 

1 e4 e5 2 £ic6 3 £ic3 4&K 4 d4 
exd4 5 £>d5 ile7 (the safest way to 
decline the gambit) 6 jLf4 

Or 6 -&c4 0-0 (for 6...<5'ixe4 see 
game 16) and now: 



O 7 ^xd4 ^xd5 (7...£ixe4 stdl 
leads to game 16) 8 .&xd5 £>xd4 9 
®xd4 &f6 10 ifd3 c6 11 &b3 d5 12 
0-0 dxe4 13 ifxe4 He8 (Black has 
equalised very comfortably and soon 
starts playing for a win) 14 HfB &e6 
15 &xe6 Sxe6 16 ±e3 ifa5 17 c3 
#b5 18 Sabi a5 19 flfdl Se7 20 


■&d4 (giving Black a permanent ad¬ 
vantage) 20...ii.xd4 21 cxd4 Sd8 22 
Sd2 Wg5 23 Wc3 Wd5 24 b3 Se4 25 
h3 Se6 26 W<A Wf5 27 flbdl JXde8 
28 Hfcl h6 29 d5 He2 30 flxe2 Sxe2 
31 Wc5 Sxa2 32 Bel Bd2 33 d6 
yiilxc5 34 ilxc5 Sxd6 35 Sxa5 Sdl+ 
36 &h2 Bbl 37 Sa8+ *h7 38 Sa3 
;Xb2 39 sfcg3 &g6 40 h4 &f5 41 f3 
&e5 42 h5 *f5 43 la5+ *f6 44 Ba3 
&g5 45 Ha5+ f5 46 f4+ &xh5 47 
Sxf5+ &g6 0-1, Morris-Wedberg, 
New York Open 1991. 

4> 7 0-0 d6 (very passive; 7...£lxe4 is 
much better, as in game 16) 8 £lxd4 
£ixd4 9 ®xd4 ^xd5 10 &xd5 Affi 
11 ®d3 a5 12 a4 ife7 13 c3 c6 14 
■&b3 (White has a perceptible advan¬ 
tage and Black goes downhill very 
quickly) 14...Ae6 15 Ac2 g6 16 f4 
Ag7 17 f5 Ac8 18 Ae3 c5 19 Sadi 
Sa6 20 Af4 Sd8 21 ®g3 gxf5 22 
exf5 f6 23 flfel Wf8 24 Ab3+ &h8 
25 Ae6 £xe6 26 fxe6 We7 27 £xd6 
1-0, Trajkovic-Stieg, corr. 1967. 

6...d6 

Sanz has suggested 6...0-0!? 7 
Axc7 (7 £ixc7 <7*5 and 7 <SXxd4 
£}xd5 8 exd5 £)xd4 9 ®xd4 Af6 are 
good for Black) 7...!fe8 and now: 

1) 8 £sxf6+ Axf6 9 ife2 ife7! 10 
e5 Wb4+ 11 <5Xd2 ^xe5 12 Axe5 (12 
0-0-0 d3! 13 ®e4 £ic4 14 ^xc4 
Axb2+ 15 &bl iLa3+ wins) 12...fle8 
is good for Black. 

2) 8 £e2 d6 9 £M6+ gxf6 10 
ifd2 b6 11 £lxd4 <5Xxd4 12 ifxd4 
ifd7 13 ifc4 £b7 and White cannot 
save the trapped bishop. 

However, in Informator Minev 
proposed the improvement 10 
<5Xxd4!? in line 2 and this does seem 
to be good for White. 




7 £)xd4 0-0 8 £sb5 £sxd5 9 exd5 escapes; Black has just enough for 
the exchange) 20 Wd2 Wc6 21 &g4 
[fVIl ■4^1 Wd7+ 22 *0 Wc6 23 &g4 Wd7+ 
m 24 <£f3 Wc6 V 2 -V 2 , Skrobek-Pinkas, 

BUHFfllkil Polish Ch. 1987. 

<3 9...<&e5 10 Wd2 c6 (10...g5 11 
Ag3 f5 is too weakening and White 
won after 12 O f4 13 Af2 c5 14 dxc6 
bxc6 15 £id4 c5 16 £ib3 Ae6 17 
0-0-0 Wb6 18 h4 a5 19 Wc3 Wb4 20 
Wei Axb3 21 cxb3 Wxel 22 fixel 
h6 23 Ac4+ &g7 24 hxg5 hxg5 25 
Axc5 lac8 26 lxe5 dxe5 27 Axe7 
Hh8 28 flxh8 lxh8 29 Axg5 flh2 30 
Ad5 1-0 in Kapic-Aronin, corr. 

This is the key position for the as- 1967) 11 £sc3 and now: 
sessment of 5...Ae7. There are three 11 ...Af5 12 Ae2 Af6 13 0-0c5 14 
possible lines. The first, 9...£jb4, is flfel a6 15 a4 le8 (Black’s pieces 

very risky although Black survived are all active and he has no prob¬ 
in the first game below. The safest lems) 16 Afl Wb6 17 £sdl “5ig6 18 

line is 9...‘?)e5, which enables Black )lxe8+ (giving up the e-file is a seri- 
to equalise with no risk. The final ous concession; 18 *5ie3 was better, 
possibility is 9...Ag5, which we take with the tactical point 18...^xf4 19 
as the main line. Play becomes very £>c4) 18. J!xe8 19 a5 Wd8 20 Ag3 

sharp and the assessment of the h5 21 4ie3 Ag5 (with an excellent 

move depends on the main line game position for Black) 22 Wc3 Axe3 23 

Hector-Femandez Garcia. The notes fxe3 h4 24 Af2 He4 25 Ha3 Wg5 26 

by Fernandez Garcia in Informator &hl h3 27 Ag3 ®h4 28 Wd2 flg4 

suggest that Black’s sacrificial idea 29 &g 1 Ae4 30 Axh4 Wxh4 31 la4 

is sound, but his analysis is heavily hxg2 32 Axg2 Wg5 0-1, Bellon 

biased in Black’s favour and he re- Lopez-I.Ivanov, Benidorm 1982. 

peatedly overlooks defences for O 11...4ig6 12 Ae3 c5 13 Ae2 f5 

White. Therefore I view 9...Ag5 (Van der Wiel’s approach is much 

with some scepticism. more aggressive, but risks blocking 

^ 9..A)b4 10 c3 a6!? (a remarkable in the c8 bishop) 14 f4 Af6 15 £>dl 

move, because Black’s knight has no We8 16 0-0 b5 17 Af2 a6 18 AO 

way back from b4, so he has to resort la7 19 g3 He7 20 c3 <S)h8 21 ®e3 

to tactics) 11 &a3 He8 12 Ae2 Ah4 g5 22 lael gxf4 23 gxf4 &g6 24 

(to meet 13 cxb4 by 13...Ag4) 13 &g2 Hff7 25 lxe7 lxe7 26 lei 

®c4 Ag4 14 4ie3 Axe2 15 &xe2 lxel+ 27 Axel Ag7 28 Af2 We7 

®d7 16 g3 Af6 17 h4 (17 cxb4 g5 is 29 b4?! (the position should be a 

hi^a 31 ) 17...Wb5+ 18 A'O Hxe3+ draw, but White weakens his queen- 

19 Axe3 $)xd5 (the knight finally side) 29...cxb4 30 cxb4 Wf6 31 <&el 
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*c3 32 *xc3 Axc3 33 £)d3 Ab7 34 
&b6 Jid2 35 £c7 £>x f4 36 <&xf4 
£xf4 37 h3 4f7 38 '4f2 *f6 39 *e2 
&e5 0-1, Prie-Van der Wiel, match 
France-Netherlands, Cannes 1990. 

9...Ag5 10 Jtxg5 *xg5 11 *d2 

After 11 *hxc7 Black can play the 
simple 11...*67+ 12 k&2 *xc7 13 
dxc6 bxc6 or the complicated 

ll...Ag4 12 &e2 Axe2 13 *xe2 
Bac8 (13...&14 14*e4Bac8 is also 
fine for Black) 14 dxc6 *xg2 15 
0-0-0 Bxc7, with a roughly level po¬ 
sition in both cases. 



Il...*e5+! 

O Not ll...Be8+? (U...*e7+ 12 
Ae2 £)e5 13 0-0-0 is good for 
White) 12 sitil! (now White wins 
material) 12...&g4+ 13 D Be3 
(Black is already reduced to despera¬ 
tion) 14 dxc6 flae8 15 cxb7 Bxf3 16 
Ae2 *xd2+ 17 s£>xd2 Bf2 18 Bael 
Bfxe2+ 19 Bxe2 Bxe2+ 20 s£>c3 Se8 
21 Bel Bb8 22 Se7 1-0, Bellon 
Lopez-Pomar, Las Palmas 1975. 

12 Ae2 a6 

Not 12...*xb2 13 0-0 £\e7 
(13...£>e5?? 14Sfbl wins) \4%3xc7 
Bb8 15 £>b5 with a clear plus. 


13 £ixc7 $2d4 14 £lxa8 Jig4 15 c3 
After 15 0-0 £ixe2+ 16 si>hl 
Bxa8 17 Bael Be8 18 D &d7 or 15 
f3 £xO 16 0-0 £)xe2+ 17 &hl 
i.xg2+! 18 &xg2 *e4+ Black has 
the advantage. We are following the 
annotations of Fernandez Garcia, but 
he makes no mention of the interest¬ 
ing variation 15 £ib6!? .&xe2 
(15...£lxe2 16<£>c4*e7 17^e3) 16 
f4 We4 17 *f2, when 17...^xc2 
fails to 18 Bael ^d4 19 £>a4 fol¬ 
lowed by £ic3. I cannot see how 
Black gains enough compensation in 
this line. 

15...&xe2 16 We3 *16 



17 &b6? 

Now White really is crushed. The 
alternatives were: 

1) After 17 s£>d2 *d8! Fernandez 
Garcia gives the lines 18 Bael Be8 
19 *b6 *g5+ 20 &c2 *f5+ and 18 
D He8 19 *b6 (19 *xe8+ *xe8 20 
fxg4 £\f4 wins) 19...*g5+ 20 '&ic2 
•&f5+, both winning for Black. 
However, 18 £>c7! is much stronger; 
after 18...*xc7 19 D Black ends up 
material down for little compensa¬ 
tion. 
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2) Against the obvious 17 D Fer¬ 
nandez Garcia only comments that 

17.. JLd7 intending ...Be8 wins for 

Black. However, it seems to me that 
after 17...Ad7 18 <2)b6 Ab5 

(18 He8 19 <5^xd7 Wh4+ 20 g3 
wins) 19 *dl Se8 20 Wd2 it is very 
hard for Black to justify his play, for 
example 20...Wd8 21 a4. 

3) 17 *fl Wd8! 18 h3 (18 D Se8 

19 Wb6 Wxa8 20 fxg4 Wc8 threaten¬ 
ing 21..Mc4 and 21... 1 @ f xg4 is given 
as good for Black by Fernandez Gar¬ 
cia, but even this is unclear after 21 
Wb4) 18...±h5 19 g4 Be8 20 Wb6 
Wxa8 21 gxh5 Wc8 is also unclear. 

17.. .Wd8! 18 5 )c4 

After 18 f3 fle8 19 Wxe2 flxe2+ 

20 &xe2 Wxb6 21 fxg4 Wxb2+ 
Black wins at least two more pawns 
with a clear advantage. 

18.. .5e8 19h3Sxe3 

Missing the even stronger 

19.. .£)f4!, but this doesn’t affect the 
result of the game. 

20 <2)xe3 Wb6! 21 hxg4 Wxb2 22 
Sdl &xc3 23 Sd2 Wb5l 24 <2)dl 
<S)e4 25 Se2 Wb4+ 26 <&fl h6 27 
Sh3 'td4 28 Sel Wxd5 29 *gl b5 
30 She3 £tf6 31<2)c3 Wc4 d5 32 
^e4 ■$jxe4 33 Sxe4 Wxa2 34 f4 a5 
35 f5 b4 36 &h2 Wd2 37 Sle2 Wg5 
38 Sb2 d5 39 Se8+ &h7 40 Sa8 
Wh4+ 0-1 


_ Game 15 

Mishuchkov-Malinin 
corr. 1990 


3 £)c3 4k6 4 d4 
exd4 5 £id5 ^) X e4 6 We2 


This is the old way of meeting 

5...£)xe4. Current theory suggests 
that Black has a very comfortable 
game and the only question is 
whether White can equalise. 

6.. .f5 7 <2)g5 

o 7 ^-f4 (Black gains the advantage 
after 7 g4 £\e7 8 gxf5 <2)xd5 9 
Wxe4+ We7) 7...d6 8 0-0-0 <2)e5? 
(8...Ae6! is good for Black) 9 Hxd4 
c6 10 <2)xe5 dxe5 11 Bxe4 jLd6 
(ll...fxe4 12 Wh5+ is crushing) 12 
Hxe5+ *f7 13 <2)c7! Wxc7 14 #h5+ 
(14...g6 15 .&c4+ wins) 1-0, Bellon 
Lopez-Wagman, Cirella di Diamante 
1977. 

7.. .d3 8 cxd3 (8 Wxd3 <2)b4 is ex¬ 
cellent for Black) 8...4id4 



9Wh5+ 

ECO gives the line 9 <2)xe4 <2)xe2 
10 i.g5 &e7 11 i.xe7 Wxe7 12 
<2)xe7 fxe4 13 <2)xc8 exd3 14 jLxe2 
dxe2 15 <2)d6+ as equal. There are 
two things wrong with this line; the 
first is that the improvement 13 
<2)d5! is good for White. The second 
is that the amazing 10...<2)f4!! 11 
.&xf4 (what else?) ll..JLb4+ 12 
■idl 0-0 is winning for Black. 
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9...g610 #114 c611 dxe4 cxd512 
exd5 

^ 12 exf5 (this attempt to improve 
on the usual 12 exd5 is not success¬ 
ful) 12...<2)xf5 13 #a4 (13 #g4 JLc5 
14 &d3 #e7+ 15 *dl 0-0 was good 
for Black in McCormick-Evans, 
corr. 1965) 13..JLg7 (the simple 

13...#e7+ followed by ...Jigl is 
good for Black) 14 &e2 0-0? 
(14...#e7 is still good, preventing 
castling) 15 0-0 h6 16 £tfi3 *h7 17 
£>f4 d4 18 £<13 d6 19 £d2 Jidl 20 
#b3 £e5 21 #xb7 <2)e7 22 <S)e2 
£c6 23 #a6 #d7 24 <2)g3 flab8 25 
b3 43d5 26 Had Hb6 27 #a5 4M4 
28 £xf4 Sxf4 29 Hfel Hb8 30 #d2 
Hbf8 31 #c2 £d5 32 £xg6+ &h8 
33 D Hg8 34 £e4 £xe4 35 lxe4 
Sf7 36 #d2 Hg6 37 f4 £f6 38 Seel 
£h4 39 f5 Hgg7 40 flxh4 1-0, 
Pelling-Vickery, Great Britain 1984. 



12.~4.g7 

This safe continuation guarantees 
at least a small advantage for Black. 
The very complicated alternative 
line runs 12...#a5+ (12...£>c2+ is 
too dangerous) 13 sitil (13 £d2 
#a4! is fine for Black) 13...#xd5 14 


£c4 #xc4 15 Sel+ £e7 16 Hxe7+ 
■£>xe7 17 <2)e4+ *e6 18 #f&+ &C15 
19 <2)c3+ *c5. 


B a 


According to theory this critical 
position is a draw by perpetual 
check. In my view a draw is the best 
White can hope for. White has tried 
two ideas: 

O 20 Ae3 (the more risky alterna¬ 
tive) 20...#d3+ (20...Se8! looks 
better, since 21 Hcl #d3+ 22 si>el 
Sxe3+ 23 fxe3 #xe3+ 24 <2)e2+ 
■idS appears good for Black, while 
21 b4+ is met by 21...#xb4, as be¬ 
low) 21 *el Sle8 22 b4+ <4>c4 23 
Hcl He6 (23...b6!? is interesting) 24 
<2)e2+? (24 <2)d5+! is a draw after 

24...'i > xd5 25 Hc5+ &d6 26 #f8+ 
He7 27 #f6+ He6, while 24...<S)c2+ 
25 Hxc2+ #xc2 26 #d4+ <4>b5 27 
£)c3+ #xc3+ 28 #xc3 b6 is un¬ 
clear) 24...'i > xb4 25 #f8+ d6 26 
<2)xd4 #xd4 27 Hbl+ <4>a4 28 Hb3 
#al+ 29 *e2 #xa2+ 30 *f3 #xb3 
0-1, Mardarowik-Veres, Hungary 
1969. 

O 20 b4+ < Ar>xb4 21 #d6+ (21 Hbl+ 
is also possible, when 21...si>xc3 22 
Hb3+ #xb3+ 23 axb3 He8 looks 


XL A 

■a a 


ii* 





rather risky, while 21...'A > a5 22 &d2 Wd5+ si>d3 doesn’t seem to help) 

flffl+ 23 Ael Wd3+ 24 &d2 is a 23... 1 tb2 (23...f4!?) 24 flcl s£>d3 is 

draw, Lubensky-Schepanetz, Polish completely unclear, for example 25 

Ch. 1955) 21...&XC3? (21...‘i > a5 22 25£)bl (or 25 .&e3 £)c2, and again it 

Wa3+ &b6 23 Wd6+ is probably a is hard to say what is happening) 

draw because 23...£>c6 is very dan- 25...f4 26 D &d7! 27 Wxa8 <2)e2! 

serous after 24 <2)d5+ ^a6 25 <2)c7+ (threats 28...£)xcl and 28...^-a4+ 29 

<£a 5 26 M2+ &a4 27 Sbl) 22 *el *d4) 28 l r xa7(28 *d8 Aa4+ 

Wa3+ 43b3 23 Wb2+ <A>d3?! 29 &el Wd4 30 &e3 Wxe3 31 

(23...'A’b4 24 Ad2+ followed by Wxd6+ <2)d4+ mates) 28...'5ixcl 29 

axb3 is again very dangerous for Wa5 <2)b3 30 Wd5+ <S)d4 31 We4+ 

Black) 24 axb3 (now White is win- l i > c4 looks good for Black, if only 

ning) 24... 1 i f d5 25 Sa4 (missing because of his extra pawn, 

mate in two by 25 Wc2+) 1 -0, Slas- 13 Wg3 

tenin-Selivanovsky, Moscow Ch. 13 'A’dl h6 14 £)f3 <2)xf3 15 
Prelims 1960. Wxd8+ 'i.’xdS 16 gxD is slightly bet- 

However, the big question is what ter for Black after 16...d6 or 

happens after 20 b4+ Wxb4!?; the 16_Sk.d4!?. 

best reply is probably 21 We5+ (21 13...0-0 14 d6 

&e3 Se8 22 ficl flxe3! 23 fxe3 <2)c6 
appears good for Black) and then 
there are two lines: 

1) 21...*c6 22 Wd5+ s£>c7 23 
■&f4+ (23 We5+ is no draw because 
of 23...d6! 24 <2)d5+ &b8 25 Wxh8 
Wa4+ 26 'A’el Wc4! with decisive 
threats)23...d624Sbl! (24Scl was 
given as good for White by Clarke, 
but after 24...Hd8! White has noth¬ 
ing better than 25 <2)b5+ &b8 26 
^)xd4 a5, intending ...Sa6, and 
White has insufficient compensation 
for the exchange and two pawns) 

2A...Me6 25 Sxb4 JLxd5 26 <2)xd5+ 14 &d3? is bad after 14...Wa5+ 

®c6 27 Sxd4 She8 and White’s 15 &fl b6 16#h3h6 17 <2)f3 Wxd5 
we 1-placed pieces compensate for with a distinct advantage for Black 
"a; 1 material deficit. as in Nikonov-Yudovich, USSR 

l ) 21...©C4 (risky, but perhaps 1949. 
me only way to play for a win) 22 14... 1 S f a5+!? 

74 )F larke gave 22 0(15+ si>xc3 O 14...b5!? (this move is also prom- 

22 but he overIooked ising) 15 Jid3 Wa5+ 16 i-d2 (16 

for u/u 3- ’ which “ ver y dangerous &fl is less clear) 16...He8+ 17 ( &dl 

White) 22...d6! 23 Wxh8 (23 Wa4+ 18 b3 Wa3 19 JLc3 Wc5 20 
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ficl Ab7 21 Wh4? (21 &b2 was a 
better chance, but Black must have 
the advantage with White’s king 
stuck on dl) 21...h6 22 ±xd4 Wxd6 
23 <2)f3 &xf3+ 24 gxD ±xd4 25 
Wxh6 Ae3 0-1, Szklarczyk-Brauer, 
corr. 1984. 

15±d2 

Or 15 *dl!? Wd5 (not 

15.. .Wa4+? 16 b3 <2)xb3 17 axb3 
Wxal 18 &c4+ s£>h8 19 <^xh7! &h6 
20 *c2 and White wins) 16 &d3 b5 
with a position resembling the pre¬ 
vious note. Again I would assess this 
as at least slightly better for Black. 

15...2e8+ 16 &dl Wa4+ 17 b3 
£ixb3! 18 i.c4+! I'xc4 19 axb3 
Wg4+l (not only is Black a pawn up 
but the g5 knight is horribly placed) 
20 Wxg4 fxg4 21 Sa4 h6 22 Se4 (22 
<2)e4 b5 23 Hb4 a5 wins for Black) 

22.. JU8 23 h4 hxg5 24 h5 a5! 25 
Jtxg5 (25 hxg6 Sa6 26 He7 Sxd6 27 
2h7 2xg6! wins) 25...b5! 26 h6 
&c3 27 2e3 Ad4 28 2e4 Aal 29 
&e2 iLb7 0-1 


Game 16 


Kenworthy-Van der Sterren 
Ramsgate 1981 

1 e4 e5 2 &c3 &f6 3 430 4k6 4 d4 
exd4 5 4)d5 4)xe4 6 Jtc4 

This is the modem method of 
meeting 5...£sxe4, pioneered by the 
correspondence player Trajkovic. 
Black should meet White’s aggres¬ 
sion by straightforward develop¬ 
ment, when he should encounter few 
problems despite the tactical nature 
of the position. 


1 _ 
HU m 

mm i 

*. 

»B «g 


fuller 


6...&e7 

The most natural move. Alterna¬ 
tives are more risky: 

O 6...4)c5 (this is good for White) 7 
Ag5 f6 8 £\h4 d6 (8,..h5 looks horri¬ 
ble and was duly punished after 9 
<2)g6 Sh7 10 Wf3 d6 11 ±xf6 &g4 
12 ±xd8 &xf3 13 £ixc7+ &xd8 14 
<2)xa8 &e4 15 <2)xf8 2h8 16 f3 &f5 
17 g4 hxg4 18 fxg4 &e4 19 0-0 d5 
20±d3<5)e521 ±xe4dxe422b4 1-0, 
Trajkovic-Henriksen, corr. 1967) 9 
Axf6 43e7 (9,..gxf6 10 Wh5+ &d7 
11 Wf5+ 4)e6 12 <2)xf6+ *e7 13 
5)d5+ <4>e8 14 Wh5+ &d7 15 Wf7+ 
<2)e7 16 <2)f6+ ( itc6 17 i.xe6 is very 
good for White) 10 Wh5+ s£>d7 





11 Axd4 (11 4T5! gxf6 12 <2)xf6+ 
<^> c 6 13 l ? jxd4+ 4*6 14 M is also 
very awkward for Black) 1 l...£)xd5 
12^xd5 c6 13 0-0-0 4>c7 14&f3 (it 
is hard to understand why White 
didn’t play 14 Axc6! winning a 
pawn) 14...£>e6 15 £>g6 <2)xd4 16 
6xd41T6 17 Hh4 hxg6 18 Wxh8 d5 
(Black has fair compensation for the 
sacrificed exchange) 19 fid 1 Ml 20 
fihd4 Se8 21 Wh7 M5 22 H4d2 
l,a3 23 fid4 c5 24 Wh4 cxd4 25 
ttxf6 Axb2+ 26 4>xb2 gxf6 27 
fixd4 M6 28 h4 f5 29 ±xd5 V 2 -V 2 , 
Hunter-Steiner, corr. 1972. 

6...£>e7 7 <2)e5 (7 Wxd4 is a weak 
move and after 7...c6 8 <2)xe7 Wxel 
9 0-0 d5 10 i.d3 <2)c5 11 M2 <^xd3 

12 cxd3 M6 Black had consolidated 
his extra pawn and went on to win in 
Csuri-Dobsa, corr. 1987) 7...<2)xd5 8 
■&xd5 <2)d6 9 Wh5 g6 10 WO f6 11 


*> This is probably better than the al¬ 
ternative 7 0-0 0-0, reaching a posi¬ 
tion which can also arise from game 
14. In Informator 4 Trajkovic gave 
the variation 8 Bel £)f6 9 i)g5 
<2)xd5 10 <S)xf7 as unclear, but in 
Burton-Nunn, Oxford 1971 the con¬ 
tinuation was 10...Hxf7 11 Axd5 
Wf8 (Black is simply material up for 
no compensation) 12 #e2 4>h8 13 
&xf7 Wxf7 14 Ml d6 15 b4 £f5 16 
b5 5)e5 17 f4 <2)g6 18 flacl d5 19 
Wh5 &a3 20 Sa 1 Mcl 21 He2 M5 
22 4>hl Wf5 23 Wxf5 M(5 24 fiael 
■&e4 25 f5 d3 0-1. There are better 
moves than 9 £ig5, but nothing that 
appears adequate for White. 

7.. .0-0 

7.. .<2)xd4 8 Wxd4 5)f6 9 0-0 0-0 
10 <2)xe7+ Wxe7 11 ^-g5 gives 
White enough for the pawn. 

8&b5 


®g4 ©B 12 0-0 JLgl 13 fiel+ 

14 A.f4 (White has sufficient com¬ 
pensation) 14,..d6 15 i.c4 c6 16 
Wa3 b5 17 M6 c5 18 &d5 Hb8 19 
*xa7 Ml 20 He6 Me6 21 i.xe6 
®e7 22 £)h6 Wb6 23 Wa3 d5 24 Bel 
1-0, Trajkovic-Svensson, corr. 1971. 

7 £)xd4 


8...Ab4+ 

The alternatives are: 

1) 8...<2)e5 9 £)bxc7 M5 10 0-0 
Wh4 11 We2 <2)xf2!? is unclear. 

2) 8...&c5! (probably best) 9 0-0 
<2)xf2 (9...Wh4 10 M3 <2)xf2 11 
Hxf2 Wxc4 12 £)bxc7! is very good 
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for White) 10 Wh5 (10 Exf2 &xf2+ 
11 *xf2 Wh4+ wins) 10...$3e5! 
(10...g6 11 5)f6+ wins) 11 <2)bxc7 
d6! 12 2xf2 (not 12 <2)xa8 Ag4 13 
&g5 i.xh5 14 &xd8 <2)e4+ 15 *hl 
<2)xc4 with a clear advantage for 
Black) 12...Ag4 13 Wg5 Wxg5 14 
.&xg5 <2)xc4 15 £ ixa8 Exa8 leaves 
Black with an admittedly not very 
useful extra pawn. 

9c3£ixf2 

9...Aa5 10 b4 Ab6 11 0-0 gives 
White good compensation for the 
pawn, while 9...^.c5! is the same as 
line 2 above, except that White’s 
pawn is on c3 instead of c2; it is hard 
to say who benefits from this 
change. 


10 tth5! £ixhl 

Black could still play 10...JLc5 11 
0-0 as above. 

11 cxb4 <2)xb4?? 

A terrible blunder; after 

11...2e8+! 12 *fl 5e5 the position 
is absolutely unclear. 

12 ±g5! 

Not 12 <2)xb4? We7+. 

12.. .2e8+ 

12.. .Ve8+ 13 <2)e7+ &h8 14 
<2)xc7 Wd8 15 .&xf7 wins. 

13‘&fl2e514 2el! 1-0 

Because the lines 15 

2xe5 Wxe5 16 <2)e7+ &h8 17 Wxf7 
and 14...2xel+ 15 'i’xel We8+ 16 
<2)e7+ si>h8 17 .&xf7 are easily win¬ 
ning for White. 




mhis line is sometimes used by Black’s bishop, and then White is 

TBlack players aiming to avoid probably slightly better. It is curious 

he scotch or by those frightened of that I haven’t been able to find any 
the Belgrade Gambit. Instead of tak- practical examples of this line, 
ing on d4 Black simply develops a 
piece and prepares to castle. It is not 
surprising that such an obvious 
move should prove an effective 
weapon, and White players have not 
had an easy time proving any real ad¬ 
vantage against 4...A.b4. 

There are two main variations for 
White. The first is 5 d5 4)e7, when 
the critical line continues 6 <2)xe5. 

We examine 6 <2)xe5 and some alter¬ 
native ideas in game 17. The second 
plan is the obvious 5 4)xe5, when 
Black may either play 5...We7 (game 

18) or the very sharp 5.. ,<2)xe4 (game 6 4)xe5 

19) . The first is somewhat better for 6 ^-d3 (this is a harmless attempt 

White, but 5...<2)xe4 also fails to to avoid the main lines) 6...d6 7 0-0 

equalise completely, even though in (7 Ml has been played before; in 

the main line White has only a slight this game White allows his pawns to 

endgame advantage. Black players be doubled) 7...£xc3 8 bxc3 0-0 9 

would be well advised to examine A.g5 <2)g6 10 h3 h6 11 M3 4)xe4 

the sidelines, as some of these ap- (this combination is playable, but the 

pear more promising than the main simple 1 1...4)d7 followed by ...<2)c5 

theoretical paths. is fine for Black) 12 Axe4 f5 13 ^-d3 

e4 14 <2)h2 exd3 15 Wxd3 <5)e5 16 

- -—- Wd4 Well ! (it must be wrong to put 

Game 17 _ the queen opposite a white rook; 

, ... 16...c5 is better) 17 Hael b6 18 f4 

Valenti-Arlandi 4 )d 7 19 Af 2 Wfl 20 Ah4 <2)f6 21 

Lugano Open 1989 Axf6 Wxf6 22 W<B a5 23 <2)0 

(White has a very small advantage; 
1 e4 e5 2 4)0 4)f6 3 4)c3 <2)c6 4 d4 in the rest of the game it isn’t clear 
-®-b4 5 d5 4)e7 who is playing for the win, but White 

ECO mentions the variation eventually triumphs) 23... M6 24 c4 

5...<5)xe4 6 dxc6 <2)xc3 7 bxc3 lae8 25 <2)d4 He4 26 Hxe4 fxe4 27 

~* c3 + 8 Ml Axal 9 1'xal d6 10 Wxe4 Axc4 28 SB Axa2 29 Bg3 
b5 0-0, assessing the final position Bf7 30 <2)e6 c6 31 c4 cxd5 32 Wxd5 

as unclear. I prefer 10 cxb7 Axb7 11 &h8 33 Wa8+ Ml 34 #e4+ si>h8 

*b5+ c6 12 Aa4, which blocks in 35 Wa8+ &h7 36 Wd5 &h8 37 
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Wa8+ &h7 38 'te4+ g6 39 Se3 'tf5 
40 Wd4 Wf6 41 Wd5 Wf5 42 Wc6 b5 
43 <?M8 Wxf4 44 We 8 Wf2+ 45 *h2 
Wf4+ 46 Sg3 Axc4 47 <2)xf7 Wxf7 
48 Wd8 a4 49 Hf3 Wg7 50 Wxd6 h5 
51 He3 g5 52 He7 Af7 53 Wd7 s£>g6 
54 Wd3+ &h6 55 WO s£>g6 56 
Wd3+ &h6 57 Wxb5 Wf6 58 Wc5 
Ag6 59 He3 Wf4+ 60 *gl h4 61 
Wc3 Wa 62 HD Wd8 63 Wc5 Wdl+ 
64 &h2 Wal 65 Wd6 Wg7 66 He3 
&h5 67 He5 Wf7 68 Ha5 Wc4 69 
We5 1-0, Petrovic-Blauert, Graz 
Open 1987. 

6 Wd3 (another innocuous move; 
if White doesn’t take the e5 pawn, 
then he cannot hope for an advan¬ 
tage) 6...0-0 7 Ad2 d6 8 0-0-0 (an 
aggressive plan, but it rebounds be¬ 
cause Black obtains a lead in devel¬ 
opment) 8...&g4 9 We2 f5 10 exf5 
Axf5 11 h3 <2)f6 12 Wb5 Axc3 (the 
initiative is more important titan the 
two bishops) 13 Axc3 <5ie4 14 Ael 
c6! (this amounts to a pawn sacri¬ 
fice, but it is justified because it 
opens lines against White’s king) 15 
dxc6 bxc6 16 Wb3+ <2)d5 17 Ac4 
Hb8 18 Axd5+ &h8 19 Wc4 cxd5 
20 Wxd5 Wb6 21 Wb3 Wc7 22 Wa4 


22.. .<2>xf2! 23 Ac3 (23 Axf2 fails to 

23.. .flb4, so White loses material) 

23.. .4.xhl 24 Hxhl Hfc8 25 Bel 
Wc4 26 Wa3 Hb6 27 Wxa7 Hxb2 28 
He3 Hxc2+ 29 &dl Hxc3 0-1, 
Mann-Mayer, German Junior Ch. 
1988. 


It 


* j§f^I 


6 ... 0-0 

Or 6...d6 7 <2)f3 (the critical move 
is 7 Ab5+ - see below) 7...£ixe4 8 
Wd4 Axc3+ (8...£)xc3 9 bxc3 Aa5 
is a safe alternative for Black be¬ 
cause 10 Wxg7 Hg8 11 Wd4 <2)xd5 is 
bad for White, but this line hasn’t 
been seen recently) 9 bxc3 <2)f6 and 
now: 


39 


4 d4 i b4 


39 


■> jo J.g 5 (this pawn sacrifice is not 
really correct) 10...£>exd5 11 0-0-0 
^ e 6 12 lc4 c5 13 lxf 6 cxd4 14 
l,xd 8 Sxd 8 15 lxd5 lxd5 16 
£ixd4 0-0 17 f3 lxa2 (Black has 
kept his extra pawn, but in the fol¬ 
lowing moves he becomes tangled 
up and never succeeds in exploiting 
his material advantage) 18 <&A2 a 6 
19 Sal ld5 20 Hhbl Sd7 21 Eb 6 
g 6 22 Sa5 le 6 23 Ha4 flc 8 24 flab4 
ld 5 25 4?)b3 lxb3 26 cxb3 Scc7 27 
h4 <£f 8 28 h5 ^e7 29 hxg 6 hxg 6 30 
■4d3 'i.’dS 31 Hd4 Sc 6 32 Sxc 6 bxc 6 
33 Ba4 Ha7 34 Hc4 <£d7 35 Hf4 
si>e 6 36 He4+ &d7 37 Hf4 f5 38 Sh4 
*e 6 39 Hh 8 Sb7 40 b4 c5 41 bxc5 
dxc5 42 Hc 8 Sd7+ 43 &C4 Sd 2 44 
Hc 6 + < 4 > f7 45 g4 fxg4 46 fxg4 Hg 2 
47 Exa 6 Sxg4+ 48 'i’xcS V 2 -V 2 , 
Reefschlager-Neunhoffer, Bundes- 
liga 1990. 

10 c4 (this is a better chance) 
10...0-0 11 l e 2 <2)f5 12 Wdl <2)e4 
13 lb 2 £)c5 (White has the two 
bishops, but the doubled c-pawns 
mean that the c5 knight is also well 
placed) 14 Ibl <2)h4 15 <2)xh4 Wxh4 
160-0 lf5 17 Wd2 lfe 8 18 Abel h 6 
19 ld3 Hi5 20 Ee3 Hxe3 21 fxe3 
Jf 4 22 ld4 Wg6 23 B£3 Wh5 24 
flf4 lg 6 (the position is roughly 
®qual, but White goes downhill as 
me time control approaches) 25 h 4 
„xd3 26 cxd3 b 6 27 e 4 f 6 28 lf2 
| e 8 29 Ho 4M7 30 Wf4 <2)e5 31 
5 g3 . * dl + 32 <&>h2 h5 33 Igl 
£ g4+34 ^ hl ®el 35HD g636g3 
?? f *2 »n + 38 Igl «hJf 
01 1992 *° Roman ' H ector, Manila 

6 ° n * e a b«ve analysis, 

’ 6 ma y a PPear a good choice, but 


the critical reply is definitely 7 
lb5+, as in the following example. 
O 6 ...d 6 7 lb5+ &f 8 (7...c6 8 dxc 6 
0-0 9 5)d7 is good for White) 8 <2)d3 
lxc3+ 9 bxc3 <2)xe4 10 1T3 


wi;" 
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10...4M6 (10...<2)xc3 11 lc4 gives 
White good compensation for the 
pawn) 11 lc4 (not 11 c4 lg4 12 
Wf4 c 6 ! and the b5 bishop is in 
trouble, Hort-Trifunovic, Sarajevo 
1964) ll...h 6 12 0-0 lg4 13 Wg3 
Wd7 14 D lf5 15 lb2 lg 6 16lb3 
a5 17 a4 <2)fxd5 (Black finally de¬ 
cides to take the pawn, but now the 
bishops cut loose and Black’s bad 
king position proves fatal) 18 Hfel 
h5 19 c4 <5)b4 20 £tf4 Hh 6 21 lfg5 
<5)bc6 22 4M5 &xd5 23 cxd5 Wd 8 
24 m2 <2)b8 25 lc4 lf5 26 «Tf4 
ld7 27 He 2 <2)a6 28 Hael <2)b4 29 
He7 f 6 30 'tg3 g5 31 h4 Wxe7 32 
Hxe7 si>xe7 33 hxg5 Hg 6 34 lxf 6 + 
<&f7 35 Wh4 1-0, Peric-Rothgen, 
corr. 1967. 

7Wd4 

This is worth a try because the 
usual line 7 ld3 4)exd5 8 exd5 He 8 
9 0-0 Hxe5 10 d 6 lxd 6 11 <2)b51,18 
12 lf4 Hc5 13 !e3 He5 is a draw. 



40 4 d4 kb4 40 


7.. Jtxc3+ 8 bxc3 Se8 9 Ae3 

ECO gives 9 Ag5 10 exf5 

d6, but 11 f4 dxe5 12 fxe5 may be 
better for White after 12...Hfxd5 13 
0-0-0; however, there are other re¬ 
plies to 9 Ag5, for example 9...d6 or 

9...c5!?. 

9.. .6.6 10 4jxg6 lxe4 11 Wd3 
hxg6 12 Jte2 

Once again the two bishops are 
balanced against the doubled c- 
pawns. 

12.. .d6 13 0-0 Se5 14 Ad4 ASS 
15 Wc4 Se7 16 Jld3 &g4 17 Sfel 
£te5 18 iTbS b6 

18.. .£\xd3 is also fine for Black 
after 19 cxd3 We8! 20Wxe8+ Haxe8 
21 S,xe7 Sxe7 or 19 S,xe7 Wxe7 20 
cxd3 fle8. 

19 f4? 

A horrible move weakening the 
kingside; 19 Axf5 is still level. 

19.. .a6 20 ttb4 &xd3 21 cxd3 
We8 22 c4 Se2 23 Wc3 Axd3 24 
iLxg7 We3+ 25 <&hl Ee8 26 lxe2 
Axe2 27 Wf6? 

27 Bel was a much better chance. 



27...i.f3! 28 Sgl 

28 Wc3 #f2! is no better, while 


28 Wd4 Well 29 Igl Wxg2+! 30 
Sxg2 Sel+ leads to a winning king 
and pawn ending. 

28...WQ0-1 

because 29 Wg5 &xg7 30 gxO 
Wxf3+ 31 Wgl Wxf4 is hopeless. 


Game 18 


Miagmasuren-Bisguier 
Tallinn 1971 

1 e4 e5 2 £\0 4k6 3 £\c3 £\f6 4 d4 
Ab4 5 &xe5 We7 
^ 5...0-0 6 Wd3 fle8 7 £,d2 d5!? (an 
interesting new idea, which deserves 
further tests; 7...‘?'ixe5 8 dxe5 S,xe5 
9 0-0-0 is slightly better for White) 8 
<?)xc6 bxc6 9 e5 c5 10 0-0-0 (the 
calm 10 Ae2 cxd4 11 Wxd4 c5 12 
Wf4 may be slightly better for 
White) 10...4)g4 11 £e3c6! 124M 
(this unnatural move gives Black the 
advantage, but 12 Ae2 cxd4 13 
Wxd4 <?;xe3 14 Wxe3 f6 is also fine 
for him) 12...4)xe3 13 Wxe3 cxd4 14 
Wxd4 Wb6 15 Wxb6 axb6 16 a3 
Ac5 17 Sd2 fixe5 (Black has re¬ 
gained his pawn with a clear advan¬ 
tage due to his two bishops and more 
active pieces) 18 Ad3 b5 19 &dl 
£g4+ 20 f3 Ad7 21 Bel Bxel+ 22 
&xel <&f8 23 Se2 Ad6 24 h3 g6 25 
c3 c5 26 <?;d2 Ag3+ 27 <&dl Ac6 28 
&fl A(4 29 <?;d2 Bd8 30 &bl Bd6 
31 £d2 f5 32 Bel *f7 33 &c2 
34 Ail Ag3 35 Sdl Adi 36 
Af2 37 &a5 *f7 38 b4?! (38 c4!? 
Ba6 39 b4 is unclear) 38...c4 39 a4 f4 

40 lal? (40 axb5 <&e6 is just 
slightly better for Black) 40...bxa4 

41 Axc 4 dxc4 42 £)xc4 <^e6?? 




(42 Ild 5 wins) 43 £ixd 6 'i’xdh 44 black-square bishop) 1 l...Wa5 12 
fldl+ &c 6 45 c4 Ae 6 46 &d3 Ah4 Sb5 Wa4 13 Ab 2 d 6 14 Axf 6 gxf 6 

47 ftal Af5+ 48 &d 2 Ae 6 49 '4 > d3 15 Wd 2 Af5 16 fib3 (the position is 

V2-V2, Polovodin-Berkovich, Liepaya hard to assess, but White’s attacking 
1979! It is strange that this success- chances are dangerous; in the game 

ful new idea was never repeated. Black quickly went under) 16,..c5 17 

Wh 6 Ag 6 18 h4 c4 19 flg3 Wxc2 20 
Adi We4 21 h5 Hae 8 22 hxg 6 fxg 6 
23 Bh3 Wei (the piece is worth more 
than the pawns) 24 Aa4 2d8 25 Be3 
Wgl 26 Wxg7+ &xg7 27 lei Bc 8 
28 Bec3 Bf7 29 Bxc4 lxc4 30 lxc4 
Se7 31 &fl f5 32 f4 &f 6 33 &f2 g5 
34 fxg5+ &xg5 35 lc 8 Be4 36 Ab3 
a5 37 lg 8 + *f4 38 g3+ &e5 39 
Be 8 + &d4 40 Bb 8 Se7 41 Ba 8 b 6 
42 fib 8 &c5 43 Sc 8 + &b4 44 lc 6 
b5 45 Hxd 6 a4 46 Adi flb7 47 Bc 6 
&a3 48 d 6 &xa 2 49 Ac 2 a3 50 Axf5 
B.17 51 g4 1-0, Reefschlager-Hert- 
6 Wd3 neck, Bundesliga 1988. 

Or 6 £\xc 6 (this recent idea is O 9...d5?! (weakening the a3-f8 di- 
quite promising) 6...Wxe4+ 7 Ae 2 agonal is dubious) lOBbl 0-0 (other 
^xc 6 8 0-0 Axc3 9 bxc 3 and now: moves are also not very attractive) 

11 Aa3 £te4 12 Axf 8 &xc3 13 Wd3 
Af5? (Black had to play 13...4M>1, 
when 14 Ab4 a5 15 Ael may appear 
strong, but after 15...#b6 there is no 
clear way to round up the trapped 
knight; therefore White may not 
have anything better than 14 Axg7 
*&xg7 15 Sxb 1 , when he can claim a 
slight advantage because of Black’s 
broken kingside) 14 Wxf5 £\xe2+ 
15 &hl Bxf 8 (now Black is simply 
material down, although it is a hard 
technical task to win this position) 
16#d3&c3 17lb3£te418f3£kl6 
Jr y - Wxc3 (it is reasonable to take 19 flel a5 20fie2b5 21 Ibl &c422 
pawn because White’s bishops Ibe 1 a4 23 Se 7 b 4 24 Wf5 &d 6 25 
Sh rf COme stron 8 in any case) 10 Wd7 Wxc2 26 Wxcl Wg6 27 ld7 

A ® 1 0-0 11 d 5 (preventing ...d 5 and <5)e8 28 Wc5 &{6 29 Wxf 8 + 1 - 0 , 

nin 2 the long diagonal for the Sapfirov-Reviakin, Gorki 1974. 






6...®xe5 

c > 6...£'\xd4 (this curious move has 
only been played once; it can lead to 
a position identical to the main line, 
except that Black’s bishop is on c5 
instead of b4) 7 Wxd4 Ac5 8 Wd3 (8 
£\d5!? Axd4 9 £\xe7 is interesting, 
since after 9...&xe7 10 <243 White 




has the advantage; however, 

9.. .Axe5 10 4kc8 £\xe4!? may be 
an improvement since 11 f3 4T6 12 
f4 Ad4 13 c3 Ac5 14 b4 Af8 15 
<5vxa7 flxa7 is only very slightly bet¬ 
ter for White) 8...Wxe5 9 f4 (the 
bishop on c5 makes castling queen- 
side harder, but the immediate f4 be¬ 
comes possible) 9...^4 10 Wxd4 
(10 e5!? is another idea, when 

10.. .Wf2+ 11 &dl <2;g4 12 &e4 
0-0!? is unclear) 10...iLxd4 11 e5 
Axc3+ 12 bxc3 £ie4 13 c4 b6 14 
Ae3 Ab7 15 Ad3 0-0-0 16 0-0-0 
£sc3 17 Rd2 £\xa2+ (Black gains 
the advantage, but White eventually 
holds the draw) 18*b2 £)b4 19 AfS 
Ac6 20 c3 <2^6 21 lal <&b7 22 
ladl d6 23 exd6 flxd6 24 lxd6 
cxd6 25 flxd6 fie8 26 Ad4 f6 27 g4 
le2+ 28 *a3 &c7 29 fie6 flxe6 30 
Axe6 Ad7 31 Agg Axg4 32 Axh7 


The main alternative is 9...d6 and 
now: 

c > 10 Sel (preparing f4 avoids the 
problems with the e-pawn which 
arise after 10 f4 We6) 10...Se8 11 f4 
We7 12 g4?! (imaginative, but it 
can’t really be sound) 12...'2ug4 13 
Igl c6 14 Ae2 &f6 15 Adi a5?! (a 
casual move, underestimating 
White’s chances) 16 e5 dxe5 17 fxe5 
$3d5 18 Ag5 We6 19 Af6 g6 20 
Ag4 Wxg4 21 flxg4 Axg4 (Black 
has enough for the queen) 22 £\xd5 
cxd5 23 figl Ae6 (at this stage 
White is not doing badly, but he 
loses the thread of the game and 
Black quickly takes over the initia¬ 
tive) 24 h4 fiec8 25 h5 fic4 26 a3 
Ac 5 27 Wd2?! (27 hxg6 fxg6 28 
flhl is better) 27...1c8 28 c3 Axgl 
29 Wb6 Ae3+ 30 Wxe3 fi g 4 31 
hxg6 2xg6 32 Wb6 a4 33 &d2 Sg4 


34 Wxb7 h5 35 Wb6 d4 36 cxd4 h4 
37 d5 Axd5 38 We3 lg2+ 39 *el 
h3 0-1, Bellon Lopez-Larsen, Las 
Palmas 1981. 

=y 10 f4 Wa5? (a horrible move, 
which gives White a clear advantage 
with absolutely no risk) 11 a3 Axc3 
12 Jix c 3 Wh5 13 JLxf6 gxf6 14 ±e2 
Wh6 15 fldfl Be8 16 g4 &d7 17 h4 
Ac6 18 g5 fxg5 19 hxg5 Wg6 20 f5 
Wxg5+ 21 *bl We7 22 Wg3+ 1-0, 
Rosen-Wiesloch, corr. 1967. 

O 10 f4 We6 (a much better square 
than a5) 11 £\d5 (11 lei!? is more 
dangerous, although some would 
hesitate to sacrifice the a-pawn) 
1 l...£.xd2+ 12 flxd2 £*e4 (a brave 
move, all the more so in that taking 
on d5 was entirely playable) 13 le2 
f5 14 5lxc7 Wxa2 15 Sxe4 Wal+ 16 
*d2 fxe4 17 Wxd6 e3+ 18 *xe3 
Wcl+ 19*0 Wxc2 


cations have resulted in approximate 
equality) 27 flc3 Wg6+ (27...We6 is 
also safe) 28 Wxg6 hxg6 29 *0 
le6 30 lc8+ *h7 31 fla8 a6 32 fld8 
fib6 33 Sd2 lb3+ 34 *g4 a5 35 h4 
lb4 36 *g5 a4 37 g4 flb5+ 38 f5 
gxf5 39 gxf5 flb3 40 *g4 b5 41 
*g5 flb4 42 flh2 Hc4 43 h5 flcl 44 
lg2 flb 1 45 h6 b4 46 hxg7 *xg7 47 
f6+ *f7 48 lf2 b3 49 *f5 lei 50 
*e5 Idl 51 flh2 flal 52 fih7+ *f8 
53 fih8+ *f7 54 fih7+ *g8 55 
lg7+ *f'8 56 lb7 flbl 57 *e6 
lel+ 58 *d5 fle2 59 la7 lxb2 60 
fixa4 flbl 61 Sd4*f7 62 fld2 b2 63 
*d4 *xf'6 64 *c3 V 2 -V 2 , Olthof- 
Meszaros, Budapest Open 1989. 

10 ii.xc3 Wf4+ 

After 10...Wxe4 11 Wg3! White 
has a dangerous initiative, but this 
may be no worse than the main line. 



llSd2 


20 Ad3 (20 Wd5+ *h8 21 £*a8 
Af5 22 g4 &g6 was also very un¬ 
clear) 20...£g4+ (20...Wb3!? was 
another idea, meeting 21 <?Aa8 by 
21...£,f5) 21 *g3 Wb3 22 £ixa8 
Jie2 23 flal Axd3 24 fla3 Wf7 25 
Sxd3 flxa8 26 h3 fle8 (the compli¬ 


■=> 11 *bl? (this is simply bad) 
ll...£\xe4 12 g3 G)xc3+ 13 Wxc3 
Wxf2 14 Wxc7 d6 15 £c4 (15 £d3 
Wc5) 15...M5 16 i.b3 flac8 17 
Wxb7? (17 Wxd6 Axc2+ leaves 
Black a pawn up for nothing, but the 
game is much worse) 17...ii.xc2+ 18 


44 4 d4 ±b4 44 


Axc2 Wxc2+ 19 &al Sb8 20 Wxb8 
Bxb8 21 flbl h5 22 a3 (Drimer obvi¬ 
ously didn’t believe in resigning) 

22.. .6h7 23 &a2 Wb3+ 24&al flc8 
25 flhfl flc2 26 h3 f6 27 Igl d5 28 
h4 flc3 29 g4 lg3 30 gxh5 Ixgl 31 
Bxgl d4 0-1, Drimer-L.Portisch, 
Hastings 1970. 

11.. .#xe4 

Or ll...d5 (ll...^xe4? 12 Wd4 
wins, while ll...le8 12 f3 d5 13 g3 
dxe4 14 gxf4 exd3 15 Axd3 is posi¬ 
tionally better for White according 
to Portisch) and now: 

O 12 exd5 (this is the critical line) 

12.. .Be8 13 b3 Af5 (13...£ie4 14 
Wd4 Wh6 15 Ab5 is good for White 
after 15...c6 16 dxc6 bxc6 17 Axe6 
£ixd2 18 4?b2! or 15...fle7 16 Bel 
Af5 17 Wxg7+! Wxg7 18 Axg7 
‘ixgl 19 Bde2 followed by Ad3 or 
f3 regaining the piece) 14 Wf3 Bel+ 
15 ibl Wg5?! (this only makes 
matters worse; lS-.WxB was essen¬ 
tial) 16 h4 Wg6 17 d6 &e4 18 Bd5 
Ae6 19 Be5 Ag4 20 d7 £tf6? 
(20...^d6) 21 Wxb7 1-0, Bellon 
Lopez-Lukacs, Bucharest 1978. 

> 12 Axf6 dxe4 13 g3 Wf5 14 Wd4 
Wxf6 15 Wxe4 Ae6 16 Ad3 g6 17 
Ac4 Bae8 18 Bhdl igl V2-V2, 
Topakian-Svidler, Oakham 1992. 

12 Axffi 

The dangerous move 12 Wg3! is 
more promising than the tame 12 
Axf6. 

12.. .Wxd313 Sxd3 gxffi 14 BO d6 

I prefer 14.. .igl, when White has 
more of a fight to regain his pawn; 
Informator gives 15 h4 d6 16 h5 as 
clearly better for White, but it is hard 
to see the point of the h-pawn ad¬ 
vance after 16...h6. 


15 Sxf6 Ad7 16 Ad3 Sae8 17 
Sh6 fS 18 id2 igl 19 Sh4 Se5? 

19.. .h6 was much safer, prevent¬ 
ing White’s next move. 

20 g4! 

Suddenly White has dangerous 
threats. 

20.. .h6?! 21 gxf5 Axf5 22 Sgl+ 
ihl 23 Sf4 

With a highly unpleasant pin. 

23.. .c5 24 b3 d5? 

A losing blunder in a very bad po¬ 
sition. 

25 Bel! Bxel 26 Sxf5 1-0 


Game 19 


Evers-Schutze 
com 1986 


1 e4 e5 2 &D &c6 3 £)c3 4 d4 

Ab4 5 4jxe5 4'\xe4 6 Wg4 
Or 6 Wf3 £\f6 and now: 



“> 1 Ad3 (a distinctly unsound gam¬ 
bit) 7...&xd4 8 Wg3 0-0 9 Ag5 £se6 
10 h4 Ae7 11 f4 d6 12 0-0-0 dxe5 13 
Axh7+ £\xh714 Bxd8 Axd8 (Black 
has more than enough for the queen 



45 4 d4 ±b4 45 


and should win) 15 f5 4iexg5 16 
hxg5 ifxf'5 (it is safer to take first on 
g5 and only then on f5) 17 £\d5 



17...ibcg5+?? (an unbelievable 
blunder; 17...fle8 is winning for 
Black) 18 Wxg5 1-0, Berkovich- 
Dvoretsky, Moscow Team 1978. 

& 1 ife3 (a more sensible choice, 
but also promising no advantage for 
White) 7...0-0 8 £d3 Se8 9 4uc6 
dxc6 10 0-0 Ag4 11 Wg3 Wd7 12 h3 
•&f5 (Black is at least equal) 13 Uadi 
£xd3 14 flxd3 £.xc3 15 bxc3 <Sie4 
16 «ff3 Wd5 17 Sal fle7 (White’s 
position is uncomfortable but over 
the next few moves he escapes; per¬ 
haps the simple 17...£\d6 was better, 
because even if White swaps his 
bishop for Black’s knight he will 
still have weak pawns) 18 Jkf4 Bae8 
19 le3 £id6 20 lxe7 Bxe7 21 Wxd5 
cxd5 22 Axd6 cxd6 23 Ibl *f8 24 
*f 1 b6 25 lb5 flc7 26 lb3 lc4 27 
la3 a5 28 lb3 a4 29 flxb6 Sxc3 30 
B.xd6 fixc2 31 a3 Ba2 32 Bxd5 
Bxa3 33 Bd7 Sa2 34 Ba7 a3 35 d5 
Bd2 36 flxa3 Bxd5 37 &e2 g6 38 
h4 <&g 7 39 g3 V 2 -V 2 , Adams-How- 
ell, London (Lloyds Bank) 1992. 
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6...£\xc3 7 Wxg7 Bf8 8 a3 <5;ixd4 
Black plays the sharpest line, but 
it is probably not the best. The alter¬ 
native is 8...ifa5 9 <5)xc6 dxc6 10 
We5+ We7 11 Wxe7+ &xe7 12 Ad2 
Af5 and now: 



> 13 ii.xc3 Axc3+ 14 bxc3 &xc2 
15 &d2 Ag6 16 f4 (perhaps 16 h4 is 
better, as in the game below) 

16...&d6 17 Bel Bae8 18 £,d3 
(White has a microscopic advantage, 
but Black reaches the draw without 
real difficulty) 18...f6 19 g4 c5 20 
Axg6 hxg6 21 dxc5+ &xc5 22 Bxe8 
Bxe8 23 h4 &c4 24 h5 gxh5 25 gxh5 
Bh8 26 h6 c5 27 Bh5 b5 28 h7 a5 29 



46 4 d4 ±b4 46 


&c2 b4 30 cxb4 cxb4 31 axb4 axb4 
32 flh6 f5 33 lh5 &d4 34 Bxf5 
flxh7 V 2 -V 2 , Wolf-Neunhoffer, Bun- 
desliga 1988. 

^ 13 bxc3 &xc2 14 c4 Axd2+ 15 
&xd2 Ag6 (this is the same position 
as in Wolf-Neunhoffer above, but 
with White’s pawn on c4 instead of 
c3; this is probably slightly to 
White’s advantage because c3 is a 
good square for his king) 16 h4 (bet¬ 
ter than 16 f4 as above) 16...&d6 (I 
feel that this ending shouldn’t be too 
bad for Black, but he soon runs into 
serious trouble) 17 h5 ii.f'5 18 Ad3 
Axd3 19 &xd3 c5 20 Bh4 lad8 21 
Bel Ife8? (21,..cxd4 22 lxd4+ 
&c6) 22 Bxe8 lxe8 23 lf4 (sud¬ 
denly White is winning) 23...&e6 24 
le4+ &d7 25 Bxe8 &xe8 26 dxc5 
■4>e7 27 4>e4 4>e6 28 g4 1-0, 
Estevez-Corujedo, corr. 1988. 

9 axb4 £\xc2+ 10 &d2 &xal 11 
“&xc3 a5 



12 Jtc4 

> In this critical position various 
White moves have been tried, but 
current theory suggests that 12 Ac4 
offers good winning chances. The 


alternative 12 &g5 leads to a nearly 
forced draw after 12...axb4+ 13 &d3 
f6 14 ±e2 We7 15 &h5+ &d8 16 
£if7+ Bxf7 17 Axf7 Wd6+ 18 &e4 
(after 18 &e2 Black can safely play 

18.. .fxg5 because there is no perpet¬ 
ual check) 18...fxg5 (18...We5+ 19 
<4f3 Wf5+ 20 ±.f4 Wd3+ 21 &g4 is 
risky for Black) 19 Wg8+ &e7 20 
We8+ (White wisely settles for the 
draw; 20 Bel Wd2! 21 Be3 d5+ 22 
&e5 Ae6 23 Wxg5+ &d7 24 ii.xe6+ 
&c6 is good for Black) 20..,&f6 21 
Wh8+ &xf7 22 Wxh7+ V 2 -V 2 , Polo- 
vodin-Katalymov, 1980. 

12...We7 

The other possibility is 

12.. .axb4+and now: 

> 13 ^d3 (this has been unjustly 
condemned) 13...d5 14 Ab5+ c6 15 
<53xc6 Af5+ 16 < &’d2? (Informator 
gave 16 &e2! bxc6 17 bxc6+ Ad7 
18 Axa8 as unclear, but in fact 
White stands well, for example 
19 Ah6 Wa6+ 20 &f3 
Wd3+ 21 We4+ 22 &g3 or 

18.. .Hfe7+ 19 Ae3 Ab5+ 20 *f3 
We4+ 21 &g3) 16...bxc6 17 £,xc6+ 
■4>e7 (now there is no check on g5) 
18 Axa8 Wxa8 19 Wg5+ &e6 20 
lel+ £,e4 21 f3 Bg8 (21...£ib3+! is 
even stronger, for example 22 &dl 
Bc8 or 22 &e2 4)xcl+) 22 Wh6+ 
lg6 23 Wh3+ f5 24 &e2 £sc2 25 
fxe4 dxe4 26 ®b3+? (26 Bdl) 

26.. .Wd5? (26...<£f6! wins immedi¬ 
ately) 27 Wxd5+ *xd5 28 Bdl+ 
&e5 29 g3 <5vJ4+ 30 <&f2 <5;f3 31 
Af4+ *e6 32 Bd8?! (after 32 h3 or 
32 Bd6+ *e7 33 Bd5 White has 
drawing chances) 32...4;xh2 33 Bb8 
&d5 34 Bxb4 Bc6 35 Sb7 &g4+ 36 
'i’el e3 37 Bxh7 0-1 (it isn’t clear 
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why White would resign here since 
Black has no simple win, for exam¬ 
ple 37...'4 > e4 is met by 38 SLc7, so I 
imagine this was a loss on time) 0-1, 
Angantysson-I.Polgar, Dresden 1969. 
'D 13 ^d2! (this appears even bet¬ 
ter) 13...d5 14 Ab5+c6(14...&e7 15 
*dl!) 15 fiel Ae6 16 4ixc6 bxc6 
(16...«d6 17 lxe6+ fxe6 18 4ia5+ 
and White wins) 17 Bxe6+ ’t/dl 18 
lxc6 We7 19 sfedl flab8 20 Af4 
1-0, Polovodin-Rutman, Leningrad 
1978. 

13 Sel 



13...d5 

■D After 13...Wxb4+ (13...axb4+ 14 
&d2 Wd6+ 15 £\d3+ *d8 16 *dl 
&b3 17 Af4 1-0, Smith-Fauth, corr. 
1981) 14 'i’dS Black blundered by 


14...d5?? in J.C.Diaz-Am.Rodri- 
guez, Cuba 1981, and had to resign 
after 15 £\xf7+! because of 

16 4M6+ cxd6 17 Ab5+ 
&d8 18 Ag5+ mating. 14...Wd6+! is 
a clear improvement, but after 15 
, 4 > e2 White’s attack is still extremely 
strong. 

14 Ab5+ 

The next few moves are forced for 
both sides. 

14.. .C6 15 &xc6 Wxe 1+ 16 Ad2 
bxc6 

16.. .We4 17 £>b8+ wins for 
White after 17...*d8 18 Wxf8+ &c7 
19 Wc5+ &xb8 20 Wd6+ &a7 21 
Ae3+ or 17...&e7 18 Ag5+ 4>d6 19 
Wxf8+ &c7 20 Ad8+ &xb8 21 
Wd6+ &a7 22 Ab6 mate. 

17 Axc6+ Ad7 18 Axd7+ *xd7 
19 Axel lac8+ 20 &d3 

Approximate material equality 
has been restored, but White has a 
clear advantage based on the contin¬ 
ued exposure of Black’s king and 
White’s chances to create a danger¬ 
ous passed h-pawn. 

20.. .6.2 21 Ac3 £ixb4+ 22 
Axb4 axb4 23 Wxh7 b3 24 h4 &e7 
25 Wg7 Sc6 26 h5 Sfc8 27 f4 d4 28 
f5 Ec2 29 h6 Sd8 30 h7 Sxb2 31 
We5+ 32 Wxd4+ &e7 33 
Wxd8+ *xd8 34 h8W+ 1-0 
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A fter 1 e4 e5 2 Pf3 <5)c6 3 <5)c3 
<?¥6 White is not forced to play 
4 d4 or 4 Ab5, although other moves 
are rare. There are two significant al¬ 
ternatives, namely 4 Ae2 and 4 g3. 
The first of these was adopted a few 
years ago by Van der Wiel but al¬ 
though the surprise element led to 
some early successes, the idea didn’t 
catch on and has now disappeared 
again. The simple 4...d5 appears the 
most reliable reply, as in game 20 
below. 4 g3 has been played several 
times by Glek. The resulting posi¬ 
tions can also arise from the 1 e4 e5 2 
Pic3 £if6 3 g3 variation of the Vi¬ 
enna, although in that case the gl 
knight is usually developed at e2. 
Due to lack of practical experience, 
it isn’t possible to recommend the 
most effective reply, but 4,..ii.b4 has 
been chosen by most of Glek’s op¬ 
ponents. The 4 g3 line is covered in 
game 21. 


_ Game 20 _ 

Van der Wiel-Timman 
Wijk aan Zee 1985 

1 e4 e5 2 £ic6 3 Pc3 <Pf6 4 
Ae2 (see diagram at the top of the 
next column) 4...d5 
O 4...ii.b4 5 £\d5 £lxe4 (a new idea; 

5.. .11.e7 was played previously, and 

5.. .11.a5 is a reasonable alternative) 6 
<?;xb4 £ixb4 7 d3 £\f6 8 £*e5 
(White has a very small but perma¬ 
nent advantage because of his two 
bishops) 8...l)c6 9 £\xc6 dxc6 10 
0-0 0-0 11 Ag5 h6 12 Af4 &d5 13 
.&g3 .&f5 (the aggressive 13...f5 14 
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Ae5 Ae6 is recommended by Van 
der Wiel, but it would require great 
courage to weaken e5 so seriously) 
14 £f3 Wd7 15 h3 lad8 16 flel 
flfe8 17 Wd2 b6 18 a3 Sxel+ 19 
Ixel Ae620#e2c5 21 We4Wc8?! 
(21...c6 was more solid; the move 
played allows White to infiltrate 
with his queen) 22 Wa4 a5 23 Wc6 
Wd7 24 ii,xd5 Wxd5 25 Wxd5 lxd5 
26 Axel b5 (26...c4 27 dxc4 Sd2 
was the last chance) 27 Axa5 c4 28 
dxc4 bxc4 29 Ac3 ±f5 30 le8+ 
<&h7 31 fle7 ldl+ 32 &h2 &g6 33 
lc7 Ae6 34 a4 lei 35 a5 Sxc2 36 
&g3 lei 37 a6 lal 38 a7 la6 39 
Ad4 &h7 40 '&T4 ii.d5 41 f3 g5+ 42 
■4>e5 Ae6 43 Ab6 lal 44 lb7 &g6 
45 lb8 lel+ 46 &d6 ldl+ 47 &c5 
c3 48 bxc3 1-0, Van der Wiel- 
L.Day, Grand Manan 1984. 

& 4...ii.c5 (this move is dubious) 5 
4lxe5 <?Ue5 6 d4 ii.b4 7 dxe5 <?^xe4 
8 Wd3 &xc3 9 bxc3 Ae7 10 Wg3 
(by a more or less forced sequence 
White has gained a big lead in devel¬ 
opment) 10...g6 11 ii.h6 d5 120-0c6 
13 c4 Ae6 14 cxd5 Wxd5 15 Ifdl 
We4 16 £f3 #xc2 17 £g7 lg8 18 
Af6 (Black’s king is in serious 
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trouble) 18...Wf5 19 #h4 g5 20 Wd4 
Wf4 21 Wc3 Wc4 22 ®b2 Wb4 23 
Wc2 AxS6 24 exf6 flg6 25 flabl 
Wc4 26 Wb2 flb8 27 Ah5 Wf4 
(27...flh6 loses to 28 We5 attacking 
b8, g5 and in some lines e6, so White 
wins the exchange) 28 Axg6 hxg6 
29 Wa3 Wxf6 30 Wxa7 lc8 31 Ixb7 
^f8 32 a4 &g7 33 a5 fld8 34 Ibbl 
Ad5 35 Wd4 la8 36 lal Wxd4 37 
lxd4 &f6 38 a6 &e5 39 lb4 c5 40 
flb5 &d4 41 a7 1-0, Van der Wiel- 
R.Kuijf, Netherlands Ch. 1987. 

5 exd5 &xd5 6 0-0 &xc3 7 bxc3 



7...Ad6 

> 7...e4 (this is the most direct 
move, but White can meet it with a 
pawn sacrifice) 8 £\d4 £\xd4 9 cxd4 
Wxd4 10 c3 WdS (10...«te5 11 d4 is 
more risky) 11 d3 £d6 (ll...£,c5 12 
dxe4 Wxdl 13 B.xdl Ae6 14 Af4 
5c 8 15 a4 *&e7 16 fldbl was a little 
better for White in Van der Wiel- 
Scheeren, Netherlands Team Ch. 
1984/5, while 1 l...Ad7 and 1 l...Af5 
are also playable according to Van 
der Wiel) 12 dxe4 Wxdl (12...Wxe4 
13 J.b5+ is too dangerous, but after 
the simple ^..WeS! 13 g3 0-0 the 


position is equal) 13 Sxdl 0-0 14 
Ae3 Ae6 (the position is slightly in 
White’s favour; his bishops restrain 
Black’s queenside pawns, while 
White has chances of a kingside in¬ 
itiative with f4) 15 a4 Hfd8 16 a5 b6 
17 f4 f6 18 *f2 flab8 19 5d2 *fg 

20 g4 (this allows Black to make a 
bid for freedom; White could have 
continued his kingside advance 
more cautiously by 20 h4) 20...bxa5 

21 lxa5 lb3 22 flc2?! (I don’t like 
this move; Van der Wiel’s notes 
point out that 22 e5 fxe5 23 fxe5 
Ael 24 lxd8+ &xd8 25 flxa7 is 
well met by 25...iLh4+!, but 25 
•&d4! is much better, defending all 
the pawns and maintaining an attack 
on a7) 22...fia3! (a strong reply, 
based on the tactical point that 23 
fixa3 Axa.3 24 Ax'd! ii.b3 traps the 
rook) 23 Uh5 ^gS (in order to meet 
24 Ac5 by 24...fla5) 24 c4 AM 25 
flb5 a5 26 c5 la2? (26...±el+ is an 
immediate draw, while 26.. JLb3!? is 
an unclear way to continue the fight) 
27 lxa2 Axa2 28 Bb7 Bd7? (a fur¬ 
ther error in time-trouble, but even 

28...c6 29 Bb6 is clearly better for 
White) 29 Ab5 He7 30 Ac6 (Black 
is completely tied up) 30...^fS 31 h4 
An 32 lb8+ £e8 33 lc8 a4 34 
Axa4 fixe4 35 Ac2 Be7 36 Axhl 
<W 37 h5 Ac6 38 AgS mate, Van 
der Wiel-Yusupov, Reykjavik 1985. 

8 d4 0-0 9 Sbl 

The unlikely move 9 Ab5 would 
lead to a reversed Scotch Opening. 

9...h6 10 dxe5 4ixe5 11 ®xe5 
AxeS 12 Jta3? 

A definite error according to Tim- 
man, who recommends 12 Af3 B.b8 
13 Aa3 i.d6 14 ±xd6 Wxd6 15 



Wxd6 cxd6 16 Sdl fid8 with a 
roughly equal position. However, 

12...c6 13 Aa3 3e8 looks better, and 
White still has to find compensation 
for his weakened queenside pawns. 

12...Se8 13 ID Wh4! (now 
Black has an extra possibility) 14 g3 
Wa4 15 Wcl ±.xc3 16 jLxb7 


26 Sxel Sxel+ 27 *g2 Wfl+ 28 
&& Whl+ 29 &g4 f5+ 30 &h3 
Wfl+ 0-1 (it is mate in three more 
moves). 


Game 21 


Kremenietsky-Beliavsky 
USSR 1982 

1 e4 e5 2 4^0 4te6 3 4)c3 4)f6 4 g3 


16..JLh3 (Timman gives 

16.. .1Lxb7 17 lxb7 iLa5 as an im¬ 
provement, and the simple 

16.. .Axb7 17 Sxb7 «c6 18 Hb3 
He2 also appears promising) 17 
JLb2 (better than 17 iLxa8 Sxa8 18 
We3 Wxa3 and White cannot exploit 
the momentary lack of co-ordination 
between Black’s pieces) 17...iLxb2 
(17...iLxfl 18 iLxc3 defends) 18 
Sxb2 2ad8 19j>g2 i.xg2 20 &xg2 
Se2 (Black still has the advantage) 
21 c3 2de8 22 2d2 a5 23 Wb2 
Wc6+ 24 &gl Wc4 25 a3? (a blun¬ 
der; 25 Wb8+ &h7 26 Wbl+ g6 27 
Wb3 Wxb3 28 axb3 flb2 was a better 
defence, when both 29 b4 axb4 30 
cxb4 Ixb4 31 Scl Hb7 32 lc6 and 
29 Idl Ixb3 30 Sd7 Sxc3 31 
lxf7+ &g8 32 2f6 &g7 33 fla6 of¬ 
fer some drawing chances) 25...Sel 


4...1,b4 

O 4...1.C5 5 iLg2 d6 6 d3 a6 7 0-0 
Ag4 8 h3 4e6 9 &h2 h5 10 4)h4 
4)g4+!? 11 &gl (11 hxg4 hxg4 12 
■4gl Sxh4! 13 gxh4 Wxh4 is very 
dangerous for White) 11...4M? 
(11...4^6 is much sounder) 12 Wxh5 
Wd7 13 4)f5! (returning the pawn to 
activate the g2 bishop and inhibit 
...0-0-0) 13.JUC5 14exf5 Wxf5 15 
Wh4 4)d4 16 Ae3 c6 17 4)e4 &d7 
18 4)xc5+ dxc5 19 ilxd4 g5? (a tac¬ 
tical miscalculation, but 19...cxd4 20 
f4 was very unpleasant in any case) 
20 J.e4! (winning an important 
pawn) 20...Wf6 21 ±xe5 Wxe5 22 
Wh5 f5 23 iLg2 f4 24 flael lff6 25 
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le4 flaf8 26 #f3 £sf5 27 gxf4 gxf4 
28 flxf4 Shg8 29 Sg4 flh8 30 c3 
#d6 31 #f4 #e6 32 #e4 #f7 33 b4 
£id6 34 #e5 flh5 35 Wg3 ^f5 36 
#f3 cxb4 37 flxb4 &c8 38 flfbl 
<5id6 39 #g4+ Hf5 40 flf4 flg8 41 
flxf5 &xf5 42 #f3 #e6 43 flb4 
£sd6 44 &h2 £sb5 45 d4 #d6+ 46 
&hl flf8 47 #e3 a5 48 flbl a4 49 
fldl &a3 50 d5 c5 51 #e2 b5 52 
#b2 b4 53 cxb4 cxb4 54 flcl+ &d8 
55 flc6 #f4 56 #g7 b3 57 axb3 
axb3 58 #b7 Wf5 59 #b8+ &d7 60 
#c7+ &e8 61 Se6+ 1-0, Glek- 
Borkowski, Moscow 1991. 

O 4...d5 5 exd5 £ixd5 6 iLg2 £ixc3 
7 bxc3 (this position should be 
slightly better for White because af¬ 
ter 1 e4 e5 2 £sc3 £sf6 3 g3 d5 4 exd5 
£ixd5 5 iLg2 £ixc3 6 bxc3 ii.d6 
Black normally develops his knight 
to d7 and not c6, but here Black is al¬ 
ready committed to the inferior 
square) 7...Ac5 8 0-0 0-0 9 Sel Se8 
10 d4 exd4 11 flxe8+ #xe8 12 cxd4 
Ab6 (White’s extra central pawn 
gives him the edge) 13 #d3 4ib4? (a 
pointless manoeuvre) 14 #b3 4ic6 
15 Ab2 Ag4 16 flel Wf8 17 Aa3 
#d8 18 d5 Axf3 19 #xf3 4id4 20 
#03 #f6 21 c4 (a brave move invit¬ 
ing complications, especially as the 
simple 21 Ae7 is good for White 
with no risk) 21...£ib5 22 #e2 (22 
c5 Aa5 23 flbl is another promising 
idea) 22...Ajrf2+ 23 #xf2 #xf2+ 24 
&xf2 £ixa3 25 Scl flb8 26 flc3 
£ibl 27 flcl 4ia3 28 Afl a6 29 iLd3 
b5 30 cxb5 axb5 31 flxc7 (every¬ 
thing has turned out well and White 
has a large endgame advantage) 
31...*f8 32 &e3 b4 33 &d4 4ib5+ 
34 Axb5 flxb5 35 d6 &e8 36 fle7+ 


&d8 37 flxf7 g5 38 &c4 fla5 39 
&xb4 Sxa2 40 flxh7 flc2 41 h4 flc6 
42 h5 Sxd6 43 &c5 Sa6 44 *d5 
&e8 45 &e5 <£f8 46 *f5 fla5+ 47 
&g6 g4 48 flf7+ &g8 49 Hf4 fla3 50 
flxg4 &h8 51 *g5 &h7 52 &h4 
fla7 53 Sb4 flc7 54 g4 1-0, Glek- 
Arkhipov, Lippstadt 1992. 

5d3 

Or 5 JLg2 and now: 



O 5. ,.d6 6 d3 Ag4 7 h3 Ah5 8 0-0 h6 
9 4id5! (now the bishop on b4 ap¬ 
pears badly placed) 9...£sxd5 10 
exd5 £se7 11 c3 Ac5 12 g4 Ag6 13 
d4 exd4 14 £ixd4 (White has the ad¬ 
vantage) 14...0-0 15 Ae3 Wd7 16 
#d2 flae8 17 flael £c8 18 b4? 
(weakening the queenside for abso¬ 
lutely no reason; after 18 f4 Black 
has a difficult position) 18..Jbcd4 
19 #xd4 #b5 20 fldl <5ib6 21 flfel 
#a4 22 fld2 fle7 23 flde2 flee8 24 
a3?! (based on the trick 24...#xa3?? 
25 Axh6, but in the long run it 
doesn’t help to have the a-pawn on 
an undefended square; 24 f4 f5 25 
#d3 is still unclear) 24...#b5 25 
fld2 #c4 26 Ail #b3 (suddenly 
White is in big trouble; the a-pawn is 
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attacked and ...2e4 is threatened) 27 
D fle5 28 c4 Bfe 8 (the immediate 
28.„Wxa3! is more accurate, pre¬ 
venting the defence in the game) 29 
&f2 Wxa3 30 Wo! Wxb2 31 Bxb2 
<5)a4 32 Bb3 Ac 2 33 Ba3 <5)b2 34 
Ae 2 a 6 35 Ad 2 B5e7 (35...Adl! is 
very strong, for example 36 Afl 
Axel 37 Axel Axf3!) 36 Hc3 
Bxe 2 + (this combination only leads 
to a draw) 37 fixe2 <5)dl+ 38 &el 
flxe 2 + 39 sfcxe 2 <5)xc3+ 40 Axc3 
Ab3 41 <&d3 f 6 42 &d4 *f7 43 Ael 
Adi 44 <&e3 b 6 45 h4 g 6 46 Ac3 h5 
47 gxh5 gxh5 48 Ael 'i'gd 49 Ag3 
*f5 50 c5 bxc5 51 bxc5 dxc5 52 
Axc7 c4 53 f4 V 2 -V 2 , Ioseliani- 
Gaprindashvili, Tbilisi match 1980. 
o 5...0-0 6 0-0 Be 8 7 d3 (if White 
wanted to restrain ...d5, then 7 Bel 
would have been more accurate) 
7...Axc3 8 bxc3 d5 9 exd5 <5)xd5 10 
<2jg5! (now play becomes very 
sharp) IO...I 16 11 <5)e4 (after 11 <5)xf7 
&xf7 12 m5+ g 6 13 Wxh 6 &f 6 
White has inadequate compensa¬ 
tion) 11...£5! 12 c4! <5)f6 13 <5)c5 (13 
^xf 6 + Wxf 6 14 lb 1 may be slightly 
better for White) 13...1 f d6!? 14 Aa3 
e4! (threat ...Be5) 15 dxe4 Wxdl 16 
Baxdl fxe4 (White’s two bishops 
balance the weak queenside pawns) 
17 Ifel Af5 18 <5)xb7 (18 Ab 2 was 
safer) 18...<5)e5 19 Ab 2 <5)0+ 20 
AxO exO 21 Ixe 8 + lxe 8 22 Axf 6 
gxf 6 23 Hd 8 Bxd 8 24 <S)xd 8 Axc 2 
25 <5)e6? (time-trouble starts to af¬ 
fect the play; this is a serious error 
allowing Black to create a passed 
pawn, whereas 25 <5)c6 would have 
been unclear) 25...Ad3 26 c5 Ac4 
27 <5)xc7 Axa 2 28 c 6 &f 8 29 *fl? 
(29 <5)b5 a5 30 c7 Ae 6 31 <5)d4 Ah3 


32 <5)xf3 is good for Black, but a 
much better chance than the move 
played) 29...Ab3? (29...Ac4+! 30 
<&>el &e7 31 &d 2 <&d 8 ! 32 4)a8 
Ad5 wins easily) 30 &el &e7 31 
&d 2 a5 32 &c3 Af7 33 <5)b5 Ad5 34 
&d4 &d 6 35 £tf5+ &xc 6 36 4)xh6 
Ae 6 0-1 (time), Glek-I.Zaitsev, 
Moscow Open 1991. In Informator 
Zaitsev claims that Black is winning 
in the final position because of the 
line 37 g4 <&d 6 38 h4 <&e5 39 g5 
fxg5 40 hxg5 &d 6 , even though the 
continuation 41 g 6 promoting the 
pawn is certainly not better for 
Black! In fact the final position is 
probably not winning for Black at 
all, for example 37 g4 &d 6 38 h4 
&e7 39 <5)f5+ Axf5 40 gxf5 <&>f7 is 
drawn because 41 &b3 Sg7 42 ;fca4 
&h 6 43 &xa5 <&h5 44 &b4 <&xh4 45 
&c4 <&g4 46 &d3 &xf5 47 &e3 
<&'g4 48 is a position of recipro¬ 
cal zugzwang with Black to move, 
and is therefore a draw. 



Attempting to exploit White’s 
move-order; after 5...d6 6 Ag 2 play 
transposes to Ioseliani-Gaprin- 
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dashvili above, while 5...0-0 will 
almost certainly lead to Glek-Zait- 
sev. 

6 exd5 WxdS 

This is a kind of Ruy Lopez with 
colours reversed. 

7 ±g2 ±g4 8 h3 

8 0-0 Axc3 9 bxc3 e4 10 dxe4 
Wxdl 11 fixdl £te5 is fine for 
Black. 

8.. .±xf3 9 ±xD e4 10 ±g2 

10 dxe4 Wxdl+ 11 &xdl iLxc3 
12 bxc3 0-0-0+ 13 &e2 She8 is 
slightly better for Black. 

10.. ..6.xc3+ 11 bxc3 0-0-0 12 0-0 
She8 

White has two potentially power¬ 
ful bishops, but Black has a large 
lead in development. 

13 Sbl Se6 14 ±e3 WtS 15 g4 
»a5 16 c4 h6 17 Wcl exd3 18 cxd3 
Sxd3 

The bishops provide some com¬ 
pensation for the pawn, but I doubt if 
it is sufficient. 

19 Wc2 Wc3 20 Wa4 &e4 21 Sb3 
»c222t f a3Sdd6? 

Kremenietsky gives 22,..Rxb3 
23 axb3 a5 as slightly better for 
Black. 

23 ±xa7 Wxc4 24 ±e3 Wa6 25 
Wb2 &a5 26 Sb4 £)fi6 27 Sbl 

The threats start to become dan¬ 
gerous. 

27.. .b6 28 Scl £id5 29 ±xd5 
Sxd5 30 iLxb6 

Why not 30 Wxg7 £sc6 31 Wxf7 
winning material? 

30.. .^c6 3lSb3Sed6 

31.. .cxb6 32 Sxb6 gives White a 


dangerous attack after 32...1^8 33 
Wxg7 or 32..M&4 33 flb8+ &d7 34 
Wb7+ &d6 35 Hd8+. 

32 ±e3 Sdl+ 33 &H2 Iffl 34 
Sxdl Sxdl 35 &g3 Wgl+ 

35...g5 was probably better, when 
36 f3 is unclear. 

36 &h4 



36.. .f6 

36.. .g5+ 37 &h5 Wg2!? is a 
tougher defence. 

37 Well £te7 38 We4 

Surprisingly Black’s king is more 
exposed than White’s. 

38.. .6.7 39 Sd3+ Sxd3 40 
Wxd3+ &e8 41 ±c5 Wcl 42 tfe3 
Wxe3 43 fxe3 

The outside passed a-pawn and 
White’s active king prove too much 
for Black. 

43.. .g6 44 ±d4 f5 45 a4 *d7? 46 
&c5 fxg4 47 ±xe7 1-0 

After 47...gxh3 48 sfcxh3 &xe7 49 
a5 &d7 50 a6 &c8 51 e4 c5 52 e5 c4 
53 e6 c3 54 e7 &d7 55 a7 White will 
promote with check. 
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T he two main replies to 4 iLb5 are 

4...£M4 and 4...iLb4, but there 
are other playable moves. 4...Ac5 is 
a reasonable choice, when White has 
a number of possibilities. He can 
play positionally by continuing with 
d3, either before or after exchanging 
on c6, or he can head for tactics 
based on £sxe5, either immediately 
or after both sides castle. 

The first plan is probably objec¬ 
tively weaker, but it leads to posi¬ 
tions like those in the Delayed 
Exchange Variation of the Ruy 
Lopez, and White players who like 
the long-term chances associated 
with such positions may prefer it to 
the more tactical variations based on 
£sxe5. The first plan is covered in 
game 22 and the second in game 23. 
Other Black fourth moves are much 
less common. 4...a6 is possible, but 
current theory suggests that White 
can retain at least a slight plus. This 
is game 24. 4...d6 leads to a type of 
Ruy Lopez after 5 d4, so we do not 
consider it in this book. 


Game 22 


Psakhis-Barua 
Calcutta 1988 

1 e4 e5 2 4&B £ifl> 3 £ic 3 £k6 4 
JLb5 Ac5 

~> 4...Ae7 is a rare alternative. After 
the obvious reply 5 d4 play is similar 
to the Steinitz variation of the Ruy 
Lopez, so we content ourselves with 
a single example: 4... Ae7 5 d4 exd4 
6 &xd4 0-0 7 0-0 &xd4 8 Wxd4 d6 9 
±g5 ±e6 10 Sadi a6 11 ±e2 £M7 


12 iLcl f5 (Black makes a bid for ac¬ 
tivity, but he has to be careful be¬ 
cause this does weaken the kingside) 

13 £sd5 fxe4 14 iLc4 &h8 15 Wxe4 
.&xd5 16 ilxcLS c6 (here or next 
move Black should exchange the 
white-squared bishop) 17 Ae6 d5?! 
18 Wg4 &f6 19 1 Ti3 Ac 5 20 Af5 
Wcl 21 g4?! (over-aggressive; the 
simple 21 Ag5 would have been 
slightly better for White) 21...g6 22 
Axg6 Hg8! (22...^xg4 23 Wxg4 
hxg6 24 Hd3 is good for White) 23 
Af5 £ixg4 24 &hl (24 iLxg4 Wg7) 

24...£ixf2+?? (24,..%7 is unclear) 
25 2xf2 Axf2 26 Af4 (26...#g7 27 
ile5) 1-0, Janowski-Bum, Ostend 
1905. 



5 &xc6 

05 d3 d66Ae3 Ab67 4ld5 iLxe3 8 
fxe3 0-0 9 £}c3 (White’s ineffective 
opening has allowed Black to equal¬ 
ise, but he is gradually outplayed) 

9...<S3e7 10 Wd2 £ig6 11 0-0 ±d7 12 
±c4 ±e6 13 Ab3 iLxb3 14 axb3 c6 
15 &hl a6 16 £>gl d5 17 exd5 &xd5 
18 e4 £idf4 19 £ige2 f6 20 ^g3 £*4 
21 Sf2 Wd7 22 £ifl £ie6 23 <53e3 
£id4 24 <5)a4 flae8 25 flafl Sf7 26 
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&c5 Wc7 21 b4 Wo6 28 Wc3 ^b5 
29 H)3 <2M6 30 Wa3 &g6 31 c3 
4tf4 32 Hf3 ^e6 33 £)b3 Wd8 34 
Wa2 HTb6 35 fidl Hee7 36 ^a5 Wc7 
37 flffl &h8 38 £ib3 Wb6 39 fifel 
&g8 40 £rf5 Hd7 41 d4 exd4 42 
£ibxd4 £if8 43 e5 fxe5 44 £ixd6 
Ixd6 45 £if3 fixdl 46 Ixdl We3 47 
Ifl Wd3 48 Wxf7+ 1-0, Wahls- 
Wegner, Hamburg (SKA) 1991. 

The advantage of the immediate 
ilxc6 is that taking back with the b- 
pawn is dubious (because of £sxe5), 
so White reaches an Exchange Ruy 
Lopez structure by force. 

5...dxc6 6 d3 



White’s modest plan resembles 
the line 1 e4 e5 2 4if3 4ic6 3 iLb5 a6 
4 ±a4 4if6 5 Axc 6 dxc6 in the Ruy 
Lopez. Perhaps the only real differ¬ 
ence is that here Black’s bishop is al¬ 
ready committed to c5, which may 
not be the best square. However, this 
is probably not enough to seriously 
tip the balance in White’s favour. 

6 ... 0-0 

This may be a slight inaccuracy as 
it gives White a clear target to aim at 
if he decides to castle queenside. 


O 6...1.g4 7 h3 Ah5 8 Ae3 We7 9 
Axc5 Wxc5 \QWe2 <£d7 11 g4 Ag6 
12 0-0-0 £if8 13 h4 (if White wants 
to play for the advantage he has to 
try 13 d4 exd4 14 ^xd4 0-0-0 15 
£>f5) 13...h5 14 We3 Wxe3+ 15 fxe3 
£id7 16 g5 0-0 17 Ihgl Sfe8 18 
£ie2 V 2 -V 2 , Hug-An.Femandes, 
Thessaloniki 01. 1988. 

7h3 

For the moment White would like 
to leave open the option of castling 
on either side, hence the semi-wait¬ 
ing move 7 h3. 7 We2 is another 
move with the same idea. In Infor- 
mator Psakhis gives 7 £ixe5? Wd4 
as winning for Black, but in fact 8 
iLe3 Wxq5 9 d4 We7 10 dxc5 4ixe4 
is equal. 

7.. .5e8 8 %3e2 Af8 9 g4!? 

White reveals that he intends to 

castle queenside. His slow-motion 
attack is more dangerous than it 
might appear, because Black’s lack 
of pawn breaks makes it hard to gen¬ 
erate counterplay. However, there 
was no need for White to commit 
himself so soon and 9 Ag5 was 
sounder. 

9.. .h5 

This offends against general prin¬ 
ciples but it is not necessarily bad! 
Psakhis suggests that the plan of 
...<5)d7 followed by ...c5 and ...4ib8- 
c6-d4 was the best way of activating 
Black’s pieces, even though this idea 
is very slow. 

10i.g5 

White offers a pawn to accelerate 
his attack. After 10...hxg4 11 hxg4 
.&xg4 12 4ig3 followed by Sh4 
Black faces dangerous threats with 
no real counterplay in sight. 
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10.. .«d6!? 11 £sg3 hxg412 hxg4 
£ixg4 

Taking with the knight is much 
better because White cannot imme¬ 
diately drive the knight away. 

13 We2 a5? 

A strange move. The idea is that if 
White plays 14 0-0-0, then ...a4-a3 
will create counterplay, but it allows 
White to gain time on the kingside. 
Instead 13...^6! would have both 
prevented vih4 and prepared a coun¬ 
terattack against f2 by ...Ac5, and 
then White would have had more 
problems developing his attack. 

14 £ih4 g6 15 f3 £sf6 16 0-0-0 
Ag7 17 Sdgl 

The storm clouds gather; indeed 
there is an immediate threat of 18 
£M5 gxf5 19 ii.xf6 Wxf6 20 4ih5. 

17.. .6f8 18 Wd2! 4ig8 19 £ie2! 

Now the idea is 20 f4 exf4 21 

®xf4 lining up for a sacrifice on g6. 

19.. .H>4 20 c3 Wa4 21 &bl Ae6 
22£icl 

Black has sent his queen to the far 
edge of the board and now faces a 
new threat of 23 f4 exf4 24 Wxf4 
when g6 collapses. 

22.. .5ed8?! 23 ±.xd8 Sxd8 



24 £>xg6+! (not 24 f4? Wxe4!) 

24.. .fxg6 25 Sxg6 JLf6 (there is no 
real defence, for example 25...it. 17 
26 Sxg7) 26 Shh6! &e7 (or 

26.. .*f7 27 WgZ followed by 
Hxf6+) 271H7+ Af7 28 #h2 Wb5 
29 WhS (Black is helpless against 
the threats of 30 Sxg8 and 30 fixf6) 
1-0 


Game 23 


Short-Adams 
Final, English Ch. 1991 


1 e4 e5 2 £if3 £sc6 3 £)c3 4 

±b5 JLc5 



5 0-0 

The alternative is to play £ixe5 
immediately. After 5 £>xe5 £ixe5 6 
d4 iLd6 7 f4 Black can play: 

O 7...&M 8 fxe5 £ixe4 9 WD (the 
move-order 9 0-0 £ixc3 10 Wf3 is 
also possible) 9...£ixc3 10 0-0 0-0 
(10...£ie2+ 11 iLxe2 0-0 12 ±c4 d6 
13 ®b3 ±a5 14 Hxf7 Hxf7 15 
iLxf7+ &h8 16 i.f4 iLb6 17 c3 dxe5 
18 Axe5 was winning for White in 
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the game Haskamp-H.Bastian, Bun- 
desliga 1990/1) 11 bxc3 M7 12 
iLc4 We8 13 iLf4 d6 14 flael (with a 
massive lead in development for 
White) 14...Wd8 15 We4 dxe5 16 
Axe5 iLh4 17 ii.xc7! (a nice combi¬ 
nation) 17...Wxc7 18 lxf7 Ad7 19 
Hxf8+ &xf8 20 Wd5 (unfortunately 
White misses the instantly decisive 
20 Wf3+ iLf6 21 Wd5, when Black 
has to give up his queen, although it 
makes no difference to the final re¬ 
sult) 20...Ae6 21 Sfl+ &g8 22 
Wxe6+ &h8 23 Sf7 Wd8 24 g3 iLf6 
25 M3 Wg8 26 Wf5 b5 27 Hb7 Sf8 
28 Wxb5 We6 29 &g2 Wei 30 Wh5 
Wd2+ 31 4?h3 Wh6 32 Wxh6 gxh6 
33 flxh7+ &g8 34 fixa7 Hc8 35 Ha3 
*f7 36 Hb3 Ha8 37 AjcA+ &g6 38 
Hb6 &g5 39 Hc6 Ib8 40 iLb3 *£5 
41 a4 Sa8 42 Hc5+ &g6 43 a5 h5 44 
Ad5 fla7 45 Ae4+ &h6 46 Hc6 
^5 47 a6 1-0, Almasi-S.Farago, 
Budapest Festival 1991. 

O 7...£)g6 8 e5 c6 9 Ac4 (9 Aa4 has 
been suggested as an improvement) 

9.. .Ac7 10 exf6 Wxf6 11 0-0 d5 12 
Axd5 (it is not surprising that White 
chose this sacrifice, because after 12 
M2 Black has a clear advantage due 
to the weakening move f4, which 
also blocks in the cl bishop) 

12.. .cxd5 13 £ixd5 Wd6 14 We2+ 
£ie7 15 fiel Ad8? (15...1.e6 ap¬ 
pears better, since 16 £ixe7 &xe7 17 
f5 loses to 17...Wxh2+ 18 *fl 
Whl+ 19 *f2 Wh4+ 20 *fl Ag3) 
16 c4 f6 17 Ad2 a5 18 Wh5+ g6 19 
c5 Wa6 20 Wh6 M6 21 £ixf6+?! 
(after 21 Wg7 Axd5 22 Wxh8+ &d7 
23 Wxh7 White has a material ad¬ 
vantage but the d5 bishop is ex¬ 
tremely powerful; the position is 


unclear) 21...if? 22 £te4 £if5 23 
Wh3 Ae7 24 iLc3 iLd5 25 g4 ^h4 
26 4ld6+ *f8 27 fixe7 &f3+ 28 
WxO ±xG 29 lf7+ &g8 30 d5 
Axd5 31 Ig7+ 4f8 32 flel Wc6 33 
b4 Bd8 34 M4 lxd6 35 cxd6 Ml 
0-1, Janowski-Em.Lasker, Cam¬ 
bridge Springs 1904. 

O 7...£sc6 8 e5 iLb4 9 d5 (ECO 
gives 9 exf6 Wxf6 10 d5 iLxc3+ 11 
bxc3 Wxc3+ 12 M2 Wc5 as good 
for Black, which seems correct) 

9...&e4 10 Wd3 ^xc3 11 bxc3 M7 
12 dxc6 dxc6 with equality is ECO’s 
line, but 10...£5! is probably much 
better since both 11 exf6 £>xc3 12 
bxc3 (12 fxg7 &xb5+) 12...Wxf6 13 
M2 | £>e7 and 11 dxc6 dxc6 lead to a 
decisive gain of material for Black. 

5...0-0 6 £sxe5 



6...£)xe5 

The pawn sacrifice 6...fie8 was 
popular in the last century and it ap¬ 
pears occasionally even today: 

5 7 £sxc6 (this was played in one of 
Morphy’s most famous games) 

7...dxc6 8 Ac 4 b5 9 M2 <5)xe4 10 
<5)xe4 Hxe4 11 iLf3 He6 12 c3? (an 
incredibly bad move) 12...Wd3 13 
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b4 Ab 6 14 a4 bxa4 15 Wm4 Ml 16 
Ha2 Bae 8 17 Wa 6 Wxf3! (obvious 
but still attractive) 18 gxD Rg 6 + 19 
&hl ii.h3 20 fldl (20 Wd3 f5 21 
Wc4+ *f 8 doesn’t help) 20...iLg2+ 
21 &gl Axf3+ 22 *fl Ag2+ 23 
&gl Ah3+ (here Morphy over¬ 
looked a mate in four by 23...iLe4+ 
24 &fl iLf5, but it doesn’t change 
the result) 24 *hl M(2 25 Wfl 
Ajs£l 26 flxfl fle 2 27 Sal Sh 6 28 
d4 M3 0-1, Paulsen-Morphy, New 
York 1857. 

O 7 £if3 (the best reply, ensuring 
some advantage for White) 7. ..£sxe4 
8 d4 £sxc3 9 bxc3 Ml 10 d5 (10 
flel M6 11 iLg5 flxel+ 12 Wxel 
Mg5 13 Mg5 h 6 14 <5Y3 d 6 15 
We4 d5 16 #e3 M5 was slightly 
better for White in Wagman-B.Fine- 
gold, Steinweg 1991, but Maroczy’s 
line appears stronger) 10 ... <£¥>8 11 
Af4 a 6 12 Aa4 M6 13 d 6 c 6 14 
.&b3 (this looks like a game from a 
simultaneous display and it is hard to 
imagine that the great Pillsbury was 
Black) 14...b5 15 Wd 2 Ml 16 <S¥g5 
Bffi 17 M4 a5 18 a3 ®a 6 19 Sael 
c5 20 Ad5 Axd5 21 Wxd5 b4 22 
fle3 Mc3 23 Sxc3! bxc3 24 iLg5 
(with 4M'6+ to come) 24...£ic7 25 
Wc4 We8 26 dxc7 WeS 27 fldl flfe 8 
28 flxd7 &h 8 29 Wxf7 Wxg5 30 f4 
#g4 31 h3 Wxdl 32 Wxdl flxe4 33 
08 #+ 1-0, Maroczy-Pillsbury, Niim- 
berg 1896. 

7d4l,d6 

O 1...M4 (a weak alternative) 8 
dxe5 Mc3 9 bxc3 Me4 10 Wd4 
£ig5 (10...d5 11 iLa3) 11 M3 fle 8 
12 Sadi (with a crushing lead in de¬ 
velopment) 12...c6 13 iLd3 d5 (des¬ 
peration, but otherwise 14 J.d 6 ) 14 


exd 6 Ml 15 f4 M6 16 WfF2 W>6 17 
f5 Wxf 2 + 18 flxf 2 &g5 19 Sf4 f 6 20 
c4 £sf7 21 c5 b5 22 M2 MS 23 
M4 *f7 24 Ad4 g5 25 fxg 6 + hxg 6 
26 fldfl f5 27 g4 M4 28 Slf2 flg 8 
29 gxf5 gxf5+ 30 *fl flg5 31 h4 
flg3 32 Axf5 MfS 33 Sxf5+ &e 6 
34 flg5 flxg5 35 hxg5 Sg 8 36 Se2+ 
&d5 37 M6 M5 38 d7 £ib7 39 Se 8 
flg 6 40 flb 8 1-0, Najdorf-Pilnik, 
New York 1948. 

8 f4 M6 9 e5 



It isn’t clear who benefits from 
the interpolation of ...a 6 and M2. 
The alternative is 9...Ml 10 d5 and 
now: 

O 10 ...£sb 8 (very passive) 11 d 6 
(even 11 exf 6 Mf6 12 M4 should 
be slightly better for White, but the 
move played is much stronger) 
11 ...cxd 6 12 exf 6 Axf 6 13 £id5 M6 
14 c3 b 6 15 flf3 (the simple 15 M3 
Ml 16 M3 also looks good for 
White) 15..JU>7 16 Sd3 fle 8 17 
±e3 Ml 18 Af2 AfB 19 #g4 Se 6 
20 Ah4 Wc 8 21 £¥ 6 +?! (White 
throws away part of his advantage 
by premature aggression; 21 fladl is 




very strong) 21...&h8 22 Jtg3 £se7 a4 (the idea is to switch the queen’s 

23 £ixd7 Hg6 24 #e2 $)f5 25 flxg6 rook into the attack; 17 ±e3 was a 

hxg6 26 ±f2 d5 27 £sxf8 #xf8 28 reasonable alternative, simply de- 

fiel %^g8 29 #e8? (a complete mis- positing the bishop on the active 

judgment; White should keep the square d4) 17...bxa4 18 Hxa4 d5 19 

queens on) 29..,flxe8 30Bxe8#xe8 S.h4? (looking for a non-existent 

31 ±xe8 4x16 32 ±d7 &f8 33 ±g4 mate; the simple 19 Hd4 would have 

&e7 34 &fl ±a6+ 35 iel ±d3 36 regained the pawn with a slight ad- 

±d4 f6 37 b3 ±e4 38 g3 ±bl 39 vantage because the c8 bishop can- 

&d2 ±f5 40 ±e2 £se4+ 41 &cl not be easily developed) 19...Re8! 
&d642 ^b2 4ic5 43 b4 &e6 44 ±12 20#dl (a further step along a disas- 
g5 45 fxg5 £)xg5 46 a4 £sfl V 2 -V 2 , trous path) 20...Se5 21 #h5 Wb6+ 
Marco-Showalter, Niimberg 1896. 22 &h l ±xf5 (end of game) 23 ±f4 

O 10...£ib4 11 d6?! (this is still an #12 24 #dl #xh4 25 ±xe5 fxe5 26 

interesting idea but Black is much flxf5 #e4 27 fifl Hf8 28 Hxf8+ 

better off with the knight on b4) &xf8 29 h3 &g8 30 #bl b6 31 #a2 

11.. .cxd6 12 exf6 #b6+ 13 *hl a5 32 #b3 h6 33 #xb6 a4 0-1, 

±xf6 14 ±a4 d5 15 £ixd5 &xd5 16 Nunn-J.M.Hodgson, English Ch. 

#xd5 ±xb2 (16...d6 is also possi- 1991. 

ble, and if White replies 17 f5 then 10 ±e2 
Black can take on b2) 17 flbl (after 
17 ±xb2 #xb2 18 lael #f6 it is 
hard to see how White’s attack may 
be continued) 17...#d4 18 #xd4 
±xd4 19 ±a3 Bd8 20 Ibdl ±f6 21 
Sfel a6? (the simple 21...d5 22 
2xd5 ±e6 is slightly better for 
Black) 22 ±b3 g6 23 ±d6 &g7 24 
g4 h6 25 2e2 (now Black has severe 
problems freeing herself) 25...Bg8 
26 g5 hxg5 27 fxg5 ±xg5 28 Ifl f5 
29 ±xg8 sfcxg8 30 Hg2 ±e3, Dekic- 
Jo.Chaves, Manila Women’s 01. 

1992, and now 31 Bxf5 would have 
been easily winning for White. In the 10...±b4 
game White eventually won in 93 5 10...±e7 (in the play-off Adams 

moves. preferred this to his earlier choice of 

5 10...4ib4 11 exf6 ±xf6 12 a3 10...±b4, but the consequences 
±xc3 13 bxc3 4ixd5 14#xd5c6 15 were even worse) 11 d5 4ixd5 12 
Wd3 cxb5 16 f5 f6!? (a new idea; 4ixd5 d6 13 4ixe7+ #xe7 14 exd6 

16.. .fie8 17 f6 forces further black- cxd6 15 f5 f6 (Black has to stop f6) 
squared weaknesses and gives White 16 ±c4+ ih8 17 ±d2 d5 18 ±d3 
good compensation for the pawn) 17 4ie5 19 Sf4! (threatening ±b4 and 
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at the same time making a move to¬ 
wards an attack starting with #h5) 

19.. .Ad7? (overlooking the main 
threat) 20 Ab4 #d8 21 ±xf8 Wb6+ 
22 *hl flxf8 23 b3 g5 24 fxg6 hxg6 
25 2h4+ &g7 26 #d2 <?4g4 27 Ifl 
d4 28 Bf4 f5 29 h3 #d8 30 Sfxg4 
fxg4 31 Wh6+ *f6 32 #xg6+ &e5 
33 Sh5+ *f4 34 &h2 **>e3 35 Wh6+ 
Bf4 36 Ie5+ &d2 37 #xf4+ &c3 38 
flc5+ &b2 39 #xd4+ <4>xa2 40 ld5 
#c7+ 41 ^gl 1-0, Short-Adams, 
English Ch. Play-Off (15 minute 
game) 1991. 

11 d5 AcS+ 12 &hl &xd5 13 
£>xd5 

Not necessarily best. After 13 
#xd5 d6 14 fS! <?4xe5 15 <5»c4 White 
has an extremely dangerous attack 
for the sacrificed pawn. 

13.. .d6 14 Ad3 

White’s play in this game is typi¬ 
cal Short. He makes no attempt to 
launch an immediate attack, but con¬ 
tents himself with a liquidation in 
which he has long-term chances due 
to Black’s more exposed king. 

14.. .dxe5 

14.. .±e6 15 <&c3 dxe5 16 £5 Adi 

17 £le4 gives White a very danger¬ 
ous initiative. 

15 fxe5 4lxe5 

15.. JU6 16 &f6+! gxf6 17 
±xh7+ is a winning attack for 
White. 

16 iLxh7+ &xh7 17 ®h5+ <&g8 

18 #xe5 

Threat 19 £)f6+. 

18.. Jtd6 

It is surprisingly hard to shift the 
knight from d5, for example 

18.. .#d6 19 #115 (Short suggests 19 
#xd6 Axd6 20 ^.14 with an 


endgame edge for White) 19...Ae6 
20 <546+ gxf6 21 ±h6 #e5 22 #h4 
Hfd8 23 Sf3 with a very dangerous 
attack, so 18...#d6 19 #h5 ±g4 20 
#xg4 #xd5 21 ±h6 #d4 is prob¬ 
ably best, although White can keep a 
small plus by 22 #g5 threatening 
Axgl. 

19 #h5 f6 

To prevent a deadly 4T6+, but 
this further exposes Black’s king. 

20 iLf4 Ae6 21 Sadi 1,17 22 
WB Axf4 23 £M4 #c8 24 4ld5 
iLxd5 25 #xd5+ Sf7 26 Sd3 (head¬ 
ing for the h-file) 26...c6 27 Wh5 
Se7 28 2h3 Wf8 29 #h7+ (there is 
no immediate win, but White has 
time to build up his attack) 29...<&f7 
30 Sg3 'A<e8?! (it is better to play 

30.. .fid8 or 30...flae8, since in nei¬ 
ther case does 31 5xf6+ &xf6 32 
Wg6+ <4?e5 lead to mate; perhaps 31 
h4 is the best reply, giving White’s 
king some air and threatening 32 
#g6+) 31 Sdl! (taking the open 
file; Black cannot reply 3 l...fid8 be¬ 
cause of 32 #h5+ WH 33 Wh8+) 

31.. .g5?! (this is a forced loss, so 

31.. . < &f7 was the last chance) 




61 Unusual replies to 4 Jlb5 61 


32 1115+ (missing the instantly 
crushing 32 Re3!, but the move 
played is sufficient for victory) 

32.. .Wf7 33 tfh8+ Wf8 34 tfh5+ 
mn 35 Hi8+ ma 36 Sh3i a g 7 37 
Se3+ (37...*f7 38 Id7+ **>g6 39 
Rxg7+ wins the a8 rook, while 

37.. .fle7 38 lxe7+ ^xe7 39 Wh8+ 
Wn 40 Id7+ wins the queen) 1-0 


Game 24 


Znosko-Borovsky-Rubinstei n 
Ostend B 1907 


1 e4 e5 2 &f3 £k6 3 &c3 4&K 4 
iLb5 a6 

This move entails a loss of time 
and White should be able to gain the 
advantage, but it is not as easy as one 
might expect. There are two reason¬ 
able plans. White can either continue 
with ±xc6 and d3, as in Game 22 
above with an extra tempo, or he can 
open the position with Axc6 and 
£\xe5, hoping to exploit Black’s 
centralised king. Both plans are 
promising. 

5 Axc6 dxc6 



6 £>xe5 

O 6 0-0 (Capablanca prefers the po¬ 
sitional continuation; a more modem 
interpretation of this plan would be 6 
d3, as in Psakhis-Barua above, keep¬ 
ing open the option of castling 
queenside) 6..JLg4 7 h3 Ah5 8 We2 
Jid6 9 d3 We7 10 &dl!? 0-0-0 11 
£>e3 Ag6 12 4ih4 (Black will even¬ 
tually be forced to take a knight land¬ 
ing on f5, forfeiting the two bishops) 

12...Bhg8 13 £M5 We6 14 f4 ±xf5 
15 £M5 (now Black has no compen¬ 
sation for his inferior pawn struc¬ 
ture) 15...exf4 16 ±xf4 ±c5+ 17 
Jte3 Jtf8 18 Wf2 (Black has a 
wretched position and it is no sur¬ 
prise that White eventually grinds 
his opponent down) 18...Bd7 19 
±c5 ±xc5 20 Wxc5 &b8 21 If2 
4ie8 22 lafl f6 23 b3 4id6 24 lf4 
4ixf5 25 Wxf5 Wxf5 26 lxf5 Se8 
27 g4 b6 28 b4 <£/ b7 29 *£2 b5 30 a4 
Id4 31 Ibl Ie5 32 &e3 Id7 33 a5 
Ie6 34 Ibfl Ide7 35 g5 fxg5 36 
Ixg5 Sh6 37 Ig3 She6 38 h4 g6 39 
Ig5 h6 40 Ig4 Hg7 41 d4 &b8 42 
If8+ &b7 43 e5 g5 44 &e4 Iee7 45 
hxg5 hxg5 46 flf5 &c8 47 Igxg5 
Bh7 48 Sh5 &d7 49 fixh7 Sxh7 50 
If8 Sh4+ 51 &d3 Sh3+ 52 &d2 c5 
53 bxc5 Ha3 54 d5 1-0, Capablanca- 
Janowski, New York 1913. 

6...4ixe4 7 4ixe4 Wd4 8 0-0 
Wxe5 9Sel ±e6 10 d4'tf5 

After 10.-^5 White can either 
head for a better ending by 11 4ig5 
0-0-0 12 £)xe6 fxe6 13 Wg4 Wxd4 
14 Wxe6+ Wd7 15 Wxd7+ lxd7 16 
Ie8+ Bd8 17 fixd8+ &xd8 18 b3 
&c5 19 ±b2 lf8 20 ldl+ *c8 21 
Hd2, as in Reti-Spielmann, Vienna 
1914, or play for an attack by 11 
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Ag5 &d7 12 Bel!? intending c4. 
Only a very brave player would meet 
this by taking the a-pawn! 
llAg5 



ll...£d6 

This is normally given a question 
mark, but the real error only comes 
next move. The usual line is ll...h6 

12 Wd3 (this move, threatening 
4id6+, has been preferred in prac¬ 
tice, but there is an argument for the 
immediate 12 Ah4, when 12... < A'd7 

13 £>c5+ is good for White) and 
now: 

^ 12...*d7 13 Ah4 Ie8 14 Be3 (I 
prefer 14 ilg3, when 14...Ad6 loses 
to 15 Axd6 cxd6 16 Wg3, while 

14.. .6e7 15 c4 gives White attack¬ 
ing chances) 14...Ad6 15 Bael Wb5 
16 4ixd6 cxd6?! (Black should have 
taken the chance to exchange 
queens) 17 Wa3 a5 18 c3 (now Black 
has to retreat in order to meet the 
threat of Ag3) 18...Wb6 19 Ag3 
Wc7 20 c4 (20 b3 would have been 
slightly better for White; the move 
played leads to a clear draw) 

20.. .£xc4 21 Bxe8 lxe8 22 Bxe8 
&xe8 23 Axd6 Wd7 24 We3+ Ae6 


25 Ac5 f6 26 a3 *f7 27 Wg3 Ad5 

28 h3 We6 29 f3 We3+ 30 Wf2 Wb3 
31 &h2 b6 32 £,d6 Ae6 33 Wd2 h5 
34 Ac7 a4 35 ±g3 b5 36 Ael Af5 
37 Wf2 Wc2 38 Wxc2 Axc2 39 *gl 
<4?e6 40 &f2 &d5 41 &e3 &c4 42 g3 
Ad3 43 Ac3 Afl 44 h4 Ah3 V 2 -V 2 , 
Schlechter-Tarrasch, Hastings 1895. 
O 12...Wh7 13Ah4Ad614c4?!(14 
Wc3 is very unpleasant because 

14.. .0-0 loses a pawn after 15 £>xd6 
cxd6 16 Ae7) 14...‘4>f8? (why not 

14.. .0-0?) 15 Wb3 b5 16 &xd6 cxd6 
17 Wb4 Wf5 18 Wxd6+ **>g8 19 Be5 
Wd3 20 d5?! (20 Wxc6 is simple and 
strong; instead White gradually re¬ 
linquishes his advantage) 20...cxd5 
21 cxd5 &h7 22 Ae7 Af5 23 2e3 
Wd4 24 We5 Wxe5 25 2xe5 **>g6 26 
Ac5 Bhe8 27 Bael Bxe5 28 Bxe5 
a5 (the winning chances have gone) 

29 f3 Bc8 30 d6 f6 31 Bd5 Ae6 32 
d7 Axd7 33 Ab6 2cl+ 34 *f2 
Bc2+ 35 <4>g3 Ac6 36 2c5 Bxc5 37 
Axc5 a4 38 *f4 Ad5 V.Meier- 
Pirrot, Bundesliga 1989/90. 



12 g4 

This is probably less effective 
than the simple 12 Wd2, when White 
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has the same type of slight advantage 
as in the examples given in the note 
to Black’s 11th move. 

12 ...Wg6? 

A serious error. After l2...Wd5 or 

12...Wb5 White has no forcing con¬ 
tinuation, and the weakening of his 
kingside resulting from the move g4 
improves Black’s long-term chances 
for counterplay. 

13 f4! 


Now Black is crushed, for exam¬ 
ple 13...h6 14 f5 ±xh2+ 15 &hl! 
!fh7 16 ilh4 and Black loses mate¬ 
rial. The rest is a nightmare for 
Black. 

15...f5 14 4lxd6+ cxd615 d5 0-0 
16 Sxe6 WfJ 17 Wt2 fxg4 18 Wxg4 
cxd5 19 Sael Sac8 20 %2 WfS 21 
1.H6 Sc7 22 Se7 Sf7 23 2e8+ Sf8 
24 Sle7 Wf6 25 Wxd5+ 4?h8 26 
Sxf8+ 1^x18 27 Sxc7 1-0 
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T his chapter deals with one of the 
two main defences against 4 
•&b5, the dynamic continuation 

4...£sd4. In game 25 we cover the in¬ 
nocuous White reply 5 £ixd4. This is 
normally the prelude to an early 
draw offer, although there are occa¬ 
sional decisive results. The main line 
of game 25 shows that no matter 
how drawish the position, it is still 
possible to lose by playing badly. 

These days the move 5 Aa4 is by 
far the most common reply (for other 
moves see standard opening books). 
Black has three reasonable alterna¬ 
tives. The first is 5...4ixf3+ when 6 
Wxf3 probably gives White a slight 
advantage, but the interesting 6 
gxf3!? is also possible. The second 
possibility is the pawn sacrifice 

5...C6, a favourite with Hebden. At 
present no clearly promising anti¬ 
dote has emerged, although Chan- 
dler-Hebden is marginally better for 
White. These two lines are covered 
in game 26. 

The main line is undoubtedly 

5...±c5 6 4ixe5 0-0 7 £id3 ±b6 8 e5 
£>e8. We deal with earlier deviations 
from this line in games 27 and 28. 
Game 27 covers the dubious line 

6..Mel, while game 28 analyses the 
White alternatives 7 d3 and 7 £id3 
•&b6 8 4if4. The new idea which has 
been largely responsible for the sud¬ 
den surge in popularity of the Four 
Knights arises in the position after 8 
e5 4ie8. Instead of the old continu¬ 
ation 9 0-0 (see game 29), the new 
plan involves the manoeuvre 9 £>d5 
d6 10 4ie3, which blocks the b6-f2 
diagonal and clears the way for the 
move c3 expelling the d4 knight. If 


White can also succeed in moving 
the d3 knight then he can play d4 and 
complete his development. The se¬ 
quence of moves £id5, <53e3,0-0, c3, 
4iel and d4 represents White’s 
dream plan. After 10 4ie3 Black’s 
best strategy is far from clear; he has 
tried 10...dxe5, 10...c6, 10...Wg5, 

10...Wh4 and 10...We7. We deal 
with 10...dxe5 and 10...c6 in game 
30 and the remaining possibilities in 
game 31. 


_ Game 25 

Van de Oudeweetering- 
Van der Wiel 

Netherlands Team Ch. 1987 


1 e4 e5 2 £>f3 £ic6 3 5x3 £'46 4 
±b5 4id4 5 £>xd4 exd4 6 e5 dxc3 7 
exf6 



7...Wxf6 

& 7...cxd2+ (this is too greedy) 8 
±xd2 Wxf6 9 0-0 ±el 10 ±c3 #g5 
11 flel Wxb5 (Black decides to ac¬ 
cept the offer; after the alternative 

11...0-0 White may continue 12 He5 




#f6 13 Ad3 g6 and now the tempt¬ 
ing 14 fih5 #c6 15 Sxh7 is dubious 
because of 15..JLf6!, but 14 #e2! 
was very good for White in Milev- 
Fuderer, Amsterdam 01. 1954) 12 
Wg4 Ig8 (12...d5 13 #xg7 Sf8 14 
flxe7+ 4xe 7 15 ±f6+ **>e8 16lel+ 
iLe6 17 flxe6+ fxe6 18 #e7 mate) 


8 dxc3 ±c5 

The normal line is 8...#e5+, 
when 9 We2 is usually followed by a 
few optional moves and a hand¬ 
shake. White can continue the game 
by 9 &e2, but objectively he has no 
advantage, for example 8...#e5+ 9 
Jke2 Jkc5 10 0-0 0-0 11 ±d3 and 



13 lxe7+! (not 13 ±f6? d6! 14 
Sxe7+ 4f8 and there is nothing 
clear) 13...4xe7 14 Wc4+ 4d8 
(14...4f8 15 lei mates) 15 #h4+ f6 
16 ±xf6+ 4e8 17 lel+ 4f7 
(17...4f8 18 ±xg7+! 4xg7 19 
le7+ 4g6 20 #xh7+ mates in an¬ 
other five moves) 18 fie7+ 4g6 19 
Ae5! d6 (after 19...#e2 20 Sxg7+! 
the reply 20...fixg7 21 #f6+ leads to 
mate in three more moves, while 
20...4f5 21 #xh7+ 4xe5 22 fle7+ 
results in decisive material gain) 20 
#g3+ (the quickest win was by 20 
#e4+ forcing mate in nine, but the 
method chosen by White is also ade¬ 
quate) 20...4h5 21 #f3+ 4h6 22 
#f4+ g5 (22...4h5 23 #f7+ is mate 
in a further six moves) 23 #f6+ fig6 
24 lxh7+ 4xh7 25 Wh8 mate, Ship- 
man-Weber, New York 1985. 


■=>11 ...d5 (the most reliable defence) 
12 #f3 ±d6 13 g3 c6 14 ±d2 We6 
15 #115 #h3! (effectively forcing 
the draw) 16 4.xh7+ 4h8 17 4.g6+ 
4g8 18 ±h7+ V 2 -V 2 , Wittmann- 
Greenfeld, Thessaloniki 01. 1984. 

> ll...d6 (this is more risky) 12 Wf3 
£,e6 13 #xb7 ±d5 14 Wa6 (14 
#xc7 is too greedy and gives Black 
a dangerous initiative after 14...#e6, 
threatening both 15...4.b6 and 
15...#g4) 14...f5 15 ±c4 f4 16 
±xd5+ #xd5 17 #d3 Wh5 18 
#c4+ 4h8 19 ±xf4 Wg4 20 g3 If5 
21 lael laf8 22 #e4 (22 4g2 fol¬ 
lowed by h3 would have been good 
for White) 22...h5 (not 22...1xf4?? 
23 #xf4, but now the bishop is 
genuinely attacked) 23 #g2 h4 24 
4hl?! (this makes life harder; after 




24 h3! Wg6 25 &h2 Black has litde White’s grip) 20...Wf8 21 fle7 h5 22 

to show for the two pawns) 24...h3 Rle6! <&>h8?! 23 fi.xg6 fxg6 24 

25 Wc6? (25 We4 d5 26 f3! was still We5+ &g8 25 We6+ &h8 26 Sxd7 

good for White) 25...g5 26 ±c5+ Ixd7 27 Wxd7 Wf4 28 We8+ &g7 

lxe5 (26...<£h7!? would have been 29 We7+ &g8 30 Wg5 We4 31 

good for Black according to Pliester) Wd8+ <4*7 32 Wc7+ <4di6 33 Wb8 

27 Bxe5 dxe5 (it is perpetual check Wxh4 34 Wh8+ &g,5 35 Wd8+ <4?g4 

by White) V 2 -V 2 , Shabanov-Mark 36 Wd7+&g5 37 We7+&g4 38 f3+ 

Tseitlin, Leningrad 1986. 1-0, Imanaliev-Thipsay, Frunze 

O ll...d6 12 Wf3 Ae6 13 c4 (this 1985. 

also appears to give White the edge) Readers should not imagine from 

13.. .C6 14 &d2 d5 (taking the b2 these examples that this line’s repu¬ 
pa wn appears very risky) 15 Bfel tation for extreme boredom is myos¬ 
in 16 cxd5 Axd5 17 Wh5 g6 18 tified, since the relatively interesting 

Wh4flfe8 19 Ac3 (White has a clear games given above were selected 

advantage) 19...B.xel+ 20 Bxel from dozens of totally tedious 

Wd8 21 ±f6 Wf8 22 c4 ±e6 23 draws. 

±xg6 fxg6 24 lxe6 Wf7 25 We4 
Wd7 26 ±h4? (after 26 ±c3 White 
is simply a pawn up for nothing) 

26.. .Wdl+ 27 Wei Wd4 28 ±f6 
Wxc4 29 b3 Wg4 30 h3 Wf5 31 
le8+ lxe8 32 Wxe8+ ±f8 33 £.e5 
Wf7 34 Wa8 We7 35 &g3 a6 36 Wc8 
&f7 37 < i/h2 V 2 -V 2 , Odeev-Frolov, 

USSR Junior Qualifier 1989. 

Another possibility is 8...c6, 
which was popular in the early part 
of this century, but is probably less 
reliable than 8...We5+. Here is one 
recent example: 

^>8...c6 9±d3#e5+ 10&e3d5 11 9 0-0 0-0 10 Wh5 (if White 

Wf3 Ac5 12 0-0 ±xe3 13 flfel 0-0 wanted a draw, then 10 ±xd7 ld8 
14 Sxe3 Wd6 15 lael (White has 11 WbS ±xd7 12 Wxc5 Ac6 was the 
gained time and thanks to his control simplest method) 10...d6 11 Wg5 
of the e-file he can claim some ad- Wxg5 12 i.xg5 a6 13 iLd3 h6 14 
vantage) 15...±d7? (15.. JLe6 was l,d2 Ml 15 Sfel Sfe8 16 Sxe8+ 

better) 16 ±f5 Had8 (after this Black Sxe8 17 Sel (it is hard to imagine 

gets into real trouble, but 16...Bae8 that White could lose this position) 
17 lxe8 Sxe8 18 Sxe8+ AxeS 19 17...Se618 ^fl <^?f819Se2^e720 
We3 Wb8 is also uncomfortable) 17 Ac4 Ab5 21 l.xb5 axb5 22 f3 d5 

±xd7 lxd7 18 Wf5 g6 19 Wg5 Ifd8 23 Af4 &d6 24 ±xd6+ &xd6 25 

20 h4 (there is no way to break <&t2 fixe2+ 26 &xe2 <&e5 27 &e3 
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h5 28 &d3 <&f4 29 &e2 f5 30 &£2 
h4 31 &e2 &e5 32 &e3 f4+ 33 &£2 
h3 34 g4?! (34 gxh3 looks like a 
draw) 34...fxg3+ 35 skxgS &f5 36 
*xh3?! <&f4 37 4?g2 &e3 38 h4 c5 
39 &g3 d4 40 f4 ®d2 41 h5 &xc2 
42 h6 gxh6 43 cxd4 cxd4 44 f5 d3 
45 f6 d2 46 f7 dlW 47 RW (the 
queen ending is lost for White) 

47...Wgl+ 48 4?h3 We3+ 49 &h4 
Wd4+ 50 *h5 &xb2 51 &xh6 
mi4+ 52 *g7 Wg3+ 53 &h6 *h3+ 
54 &g5 %2+ 55 &h4 &xa2 56 
Wf7+ &a3 57 Wf8+ b4 58 Wc5 
We4+ 59 *g3 &a4 60 &h2 b3 61 
Wa7+ &b5 62 1K2 #c2 63 &hl 
We4+ 64 &gl b6 65 Wf6 lTbl+ 66 
&h2 #c2+ 67 4?h3 b2 68 Wfl+ 
Wc4 69 WfS+ *b4 70 *h2 tfe2+ 
71 4?h3 *c3 72 Wt6+ *c2 0-1 


Game 26 


Short-Beliavsky 
Linares 1992 


1 e4 e5 2 ^c3 4tf6 3 4&D £ic6 4 
Jtb5 £id4 5 Aa4 



5.. .£>xf3+ 

Or 5...c6 (Hebden’s idea) and 
now there are two plans: 

1) 6 d3 (6 0-0 is a similar quiet al¬ 
ternative) and now: 

6.. .b5 7 ±b3 d5 8 exd5 ±g4 9 
dxc6 Wc7 10 ±.g5 (10 0-0 is possi¬ 
ble) 10...±b4 11 ±xf6 gxf6 12 ±d5 
ld8 13 0-0 Ig8 14 &hl ±xc3 15 
bxc3 Bxd5 16 cxd4 Bxd4 17 Bbl 
(17 Bel! is stronger, preventing 

17...Wxc6 because of 18 £\xd4) 

17...Wxc6 18 Bel (not 18 &xd4? 
iUi3! and wins) 18...Bf4 19 Be4 
Ixf3 20 lxg4 Bxg4 21 Wxf3 Wxf3 
22 gxf3 Ba4 with a drawn rook end¬ 
ing, Poulsen-J.O.Pedersen, corr. 
1986. 

7> 6...d6 (if Black takes on f3 then 
play will probably transpose to the 
main line of Short-Beliavsky) 7 
&xd4 exd4 8 foe2 Wa5+ (8...d5!?) 9 
c3 dxc3 10 bxc3 &e.7 11 i.c2 
(White’s extra central pawn gives 
him the advantage) 1 l...#h5? 12 f3 
(now Black’s queen is going to be 
driven away with further loss of 
time, so he adopts desperate meas¬ 
ures) 12...g5 13 ±e3 Ae6 14 a4 d5 
15 e5 -SM7 16 £ig3 #h4 17 d4 f6 18 
exf6 ±xf6 19 0-0 0-0-0 20 a5 Bde8 
21 ±f2 1 T 16 22 Wbl (the switch to a 
direct attack on Black’s king is justi¬ 
fied because the enemy queen is to¬ 
tally out of play) 22...±d8 23 Vb3 
±c7 24 Ifbl b6 25 axb6 axb6 26 
Ba7 g4 27 Wa4 ^b8 28 Bxc7+ 
&xc7 29 W&7+ &d6 30 ^e4+ 1-0, 
Lanc-Im.Horvath, Stary Smokovec 
1986. 

2) 6 &xe5 d6 7 4&f3 ±g4 8 d3 
£id7 9 Jte3 £)xf3+ 10 gxf3 &h5 11 
d4 (11 fig 1!? is interesting, because 
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11...5te5 12 lg3 Wf6 13 £id5! looks 
good for White, while after 1 l...Wh4 
12 «fe2 Wxh2 13 0-0-0 White has a 
big lead in development) ll...#f6 
12 Igl Wxf3 13 WxD ±xB and 
now: 



14 d5 c5 15 &d2 0-0-0 16 ±xd7+ 
<&xd7 (Black has no problems) 17 
Ig3 Ah5 18 Ibl a5 19 a3 g6 20 b4 
axb4 21 axb4 c4 22 b5 ±g7 23 lb4 
She8 24 Sxc4 Bc8 25 Ixc8 ^xc8 
26 Af4 &d7 27 b6 Ad4 28 Ae3 Ae5 
29 Igl AO 30 Sal Axe4 31 la7 
Axc3+ 32 &xc3 Axd5 33 &d4 Ac6 
34 c4 Ie4+ 35 &d3 Ih4 36 Ia8 
Ag2 37 Sd8+ &xd8 38 Ag5+ **>d7 
39 Axh4 &c6 40 Ae7 <&>c5 41 Af6 
Af 1+ 42 &e4 &xc4 43 f4 Ag2+ 44 
&e3 Ah3 45 &e4 Af5+ 46 **>e3 
&d5 47 *f3 &c5 48 Ac? &xb6 49 
Axd6 &b5 50 &e3 **>c4 51 Ac5 b5 
52 h4 b4 0-1, P.Wells-Hebden, Hast¬ 
ings B 1991. 

^ 14 Bg3 (better) 14...Ah5 15 f3 
0-0-0 16 0-0-0 &b6 17 Ab3 (White 
has only a very slight plus; later in 
the game Chandler developed a 
more significant advantage, but 
Black held a complicated rook end¬ 


ing) 17...d5 18 exd5 cxd5 19 Af4 f6 
20 <&b5 a6 21 Ac? axb5 22 Axb6 
ld7 23 Ac5 &c7 24 Axf8 Sxf8 25 
lei Ie8 26 Ixe8 Axe8 27 **>d2 
&d6 28 c3 Ag6 29 Ig 1 Se7 30 Adi 
AfS 31 A c 2 r kc6 32 h4 g6 33 Ig2 
h6 34 Sh2 Ie6 35 a3 g5 36 Ihl &b6 
37 Sh2 &c6 38 hxg5 fxg5 39 Ad3 
Axd3 40 &xd3 **>d7 41 &c2 <£/e? 42 
<4?b3 &f7 43 &b4 <4?g6 44 <4?xb5 Se3 
45 lf2 h5 46 c4 dxc4 47 &xc4 4*5 
48 d5 h4 49 d6 4te6 50 Sd2 **>d7 51 
Id5 IxD 52 Sxg5 4-xd6 53 lh5 h3 
54 a4 If2 55 Bh6+ *c7 56 ffli7+ 
4-c6 57 Bh6+ 4-c7 58 lh7+ 4-c6 59 
Sh6+ 4^7 V 2 -V 2 , Chandler-Hebden, 
London (Lloyds Bank) 1992. 



6^x0 

O 6 gxf3!? c6 (after 6...Ac5 7 f4 
We7 8 d3 White is slightly better) 7 
d4 exd4 8 Wxd4 d6 9 Ab3 b5? (an 
unjustified weakening of the queen- 
side) 10 a4 c5 11 Wdl b4 (1 l...c4 12 
Aa2 b4 13 4id5 is also good for 
White) 12 £id5 Ae6 13 Igl (now 
Black cannot complete his develop¬ 
ment) 13...£ixd5 14 Axd5 lc8 15 f4 
(the advance of the f-pawn will force 
an exchange on d5, when Black will 
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be unable to displace White’s queen) 

15.. .g6 16 f5 ±xd5 17 #xd5 ±g7 18 

±g5 Af6 19 h4 «fe7 20 0-0-0 ld8 
21 e5! ±xg5+ 22 hxg5 dxe5 23 
#c6+ 24 f6 1-0, Nunn-L.Coo- 

per, Walsall Kipping Jubilee 1992. 

6...i.c5 

Or 6...c6 7 d3 d6 (Adams gives 

7.. JU7 8 *fg3 d6 9 Wxg7 lg8 10 
^6 lxg2 as an improvement for 
Black; this line is indeed promising, 
so White should prefer simple devel¬ 
opment by 8 Ab3 followed by 0-0 
with a likely transposition to the ex¬ 
amples below) and now: 



> 8 ±b3 Ae7 9 #e2 0-0 10 f4 ±g4 
11 Wf2 Jie6 12 0-0 (after 12 fxe5 
dxe5 13 ii.xe6 fxe6 the unfortunate 
position of White’s queen gives 
Black counterplay along the f-file) 

12.. .exf4 13 Axf4 d5 14 lael dxe4 
15 $')xc4 (Informator gives 15 Axe6 
fxe6 16 <5'ixe4 <5)xe4 17 lxe4 g5 as 
winning for Black, but 18 Wg3 is at 
least equal for White, for example 

18.. .'tb6+ 19 ±e3 flxfl+ 20 &xfl 
lf8+ 21 *gl Wxb2 22 ±xg5) 

15.. .±xb3 16 axb3 Wd7 17 £M6+ 
(17 43 c 5!?) 17...±xf6 18 ±e5 ±xe5 


19 lxe5 f6! 20 Se4 flfe8 21 Sxe8+ 
Ixe8 22 Wxa7 Ie2 23 flf2 flel+ 24 
fifl Se2 V 2 -V 2 , Anand-Ivanchuk, 
Dortmund 1992. 

^ 8 0-0 ±e7 9 We2 0-0 10 *hl a6?! 
(Black doesn’t achieve much with 
his queenside pawn advance) 11 
±b3 b5 12 a4 b4 13 &dl Be8 14 f4 
exf4 15 Axf4 (this game looks com¬ 
pletely modem and it is hard to be¬ 
lieve that it was played over a 
century before the other examples in 
this section) 15...±e6 16 Axe6 fxe6 
17 e5 £id5 18 ±.g3 dxe5 19 ±xe5 
±d6 20 4112 ±xe5 21 Wxe5 4lf6 22 
fiael (22 4le4! was a simple route to 
a clear advantage, but the move 
played is not bad) 22...Wd5 23 b3 
Had8 24 4di3 4kl7?! (it is very risky 
to abandon the kingside) 25 Wg3 e5 
26 &g5 lf8 27 Wh3 (27 Wg4\ at¬ 
tacks b4 and threatens £\e6) 

27.. .1xfl+ 28 Ixfl 4lf6 29 fixf6 
gxf6 30 #xh7+ *f8 31 «h8+ &e7 
32 #g7+ &e8 33 Wxf6 ld6 34 
4}e4?? (a really horrible blunder; 34 
’Jl r h8+ *i?d7 35 h4 intending 4)e4 is 
very good for White) 34...Wxc4 35 
Wh8+ <W 0-1, Paulsen-Mason, 
Niimberg 1883. 

^8 0-0 ±e7 9 4ki5! (the exclama¬ 
tion mark is from Adams) 9...4)d7 
(9„.4^xd5? 10exd5b5 11 dxc6bxa4 
12 c7 wins for White) 10 4lxe7 
Wxe7 11 c3 (the bishops give White 
a small but permanent advantage) 

11.. .0-0 12 Wg3 foc5 13 Ac2 &e6 
14 ±e3 c5 15 ladl b6 16 ±b3 ±b7 
17 f4 exf4 18 ±xf4 4M4 19 lxf4 
(White has exchanged the two bish¬ 
ops for pressure down the f-file) 

19.. .±c8 20 ±d5 lb8 21 Idfl ±e6 
22 h4 Ibe8 (22...±xd5 23 exd5 
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Sbe8 was more accurate, when 
White’s advantage is microscopic) 
23 c4 &xd5 24 cxd5 <4h8 25 Wf2 
&g8 26 g4 Wd7 27 g5 le5 28 12 

We7 29 Wf3 (threatening 30 b4 cxb4 

31 d4) 29...Wd7 30 Sf2 b5 31 b3 a5 

32 Sg2 We7 33 Wg4 Se8 34 Sgf2 
fif8 35 I2f3 g6 36 Sf2 (White can¬ 
not make progress and the game 
soon reduces to equality) 36...'4’g7 
37 &gl h6 38 lf6 h5 39 WO c4 40 
Sf4 cxd3 41 Wxd3 b4 42 *g2 &g8 
43 Wf3 Wc7 44 *g3 Be7 45 *g2 
Wd7 46 Sf6 Sfe8 47 fle2 flc8 48 
Wh3 We8 49 Wf3 Sc3 50 Wf4 Wc8 
51 Sxd6 fiec7 52 *f2 Ic2 53 lb6 
Hi3 54 Sc6 A2xc6 55 dxc6 lxc6 
56 fld2 V 2 -V 2 , Kamsky-Adams, 
Dortmund 1992. 

7d3c6 

7...h6 (this is probably a mistake) 
8 Wg3 We7 9 Wxg7 (not bad, but 9 
0-0! would have left Black with no 
natural way to defend the g7 pawn) 
9..JLxf2+ 10 *xf2 Ig8 11 £id5 
Sxg7 12 £ixe7 < 4’xe7 13 c3?! (the 
two bishops give White a definite 
edge, for example after the obvious 
13 Ad2) 13...b6! (Black spots a 
weakness on d3; thanks to the tempo 
spent on c3 White’s development is 
too poor to keep Black’s piece activ¬ 
ity under control) 14 £.dl Aa.6 15 c4 
£)g4+! 16 &xg4 lxg4 17 &xh6 f5 
18 exf5 Ab7 (Black has enough 
compensation for the sacrificed ma¬ 
terial) 19 flhgl Sag8 20 g3 Sh8 21 
h3 Sgg8 22 Ad2 flxh3 23 Safi (the 
result should be a draw, but White 
loses his way and eventually the 
game) 23...Sg4 24 &e2 <&f6 25 &el 
c5 26 &dl Ac6 27 b3 a6 28 *c2 b5 
29 a3 d5 30 cxd5 &xd5 31 b4 c4 32 


Sf2 cxd3+ 33 < ir > xd3 Bgxg3+ 34 
lxg3 Bxg3+ 35 l 4’c2 Bxa3 36 Ac3 
a5 37 le2 fla2+ 38 Ab2 axb4 39 
-4b 1 lxb2+ 40 !xb2 b3 41 ld2 
Ac4 42 *b2 e4 43 ld8 e3 44 le8 e2 
0-1, Howell-Gretarsson, Hafnarfirdi 
1992. 



8 i-b3 d6 9 0-0 h6 10 Ae3 Ab6 
11 h3 0-0 12 Sfdl (now White will 
force through d4, with the guarantee 
of a small advantage) 12...ilxe3 13 
Wxe3 b5 14 a4 b4 15 <Sie2 #b6 16 
d4 a5 17 &g3 Sa7 18 Sd2 Se7 19 
Sadi d5 (causing a general liquida¬ 
tion, but White’s edge persists) 20 
exd5 cxd5 21 dxe5 Wxe3 22 fxe3 
Sxe5 23 AxdS Sxe3 24 i.f3 Se5 25 
$3e2 Sc5 26 &d4 Adi 27 &b3 Sc7 
28 £ixa5 £.xa4 29 b3 lh5 30 Bel 
Bfc8 31 Se5 Ad7 32 &c4 £.e6 33 
<S)e3 Bb8 34 Sa5 g6 35 Bd4 Sd7 36 
Bxd7 i.xd7 37 &£2 &g7 38 Sa7 g5 
39 4>e2 AbS+ 40 &d2 &g6 41 Sb7 
Bxb7 42 Axbl h5 43 c4 bxc3+ 44 
<&xc3 h4 45 ^.£3 £>h5 46 &d4 £ig7 
47 Ae4+ &h5 48 ^e5 £ie8 49 &g4 
(with skilful play White has in¬ 
creased his advantage to dangerous 
proportions; now 49 b4 would have 
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been very unpleasant for Black) 

49.. .6d7 50 115 &c6 51 Ae4 Ad7 
52 IB lc6 53 4)e3 &h6 54 b4 
&g7 55 i.d3 *f8 56 b5 Abl 57 
4)d5 f6+ 58 ^e6?? (a tragic blun¬ 
der; after 58 4)xf6 4)xf6 59 &xf6 
White wins in the two lines 

59.. .1xg2 60 Af5 &e8 61 *xg5 
"4d8 62 < 4‘xh4 &c7 63 &g5 &b6 64 
h4 and 59...g4 60 hxg4 lxg2 61 g5 
h3 62 g6 Ad5 63 g7+ &g8 64 b6 h2 
65 b7; therefore Black must try 

58.. .1xg2, but even then 59 4)h7+ 
and 60 4)xg5 gives White good win¬ 
ning chances) 58..Jtc8 mate. 


Game 27 


Liu Wenzhe-Shu Yimin 
China 1987 

1 e4 e5 2 4)0 4)ffi 3 4)c3 4)c6 4 
lb5 4)d4 5 la4 Ac5 6 4)xe5 We7 


results have been very favourable for 
White and Black players should 
avoid 6.. Mel. 

7 4)d3 4)xe4 

O 7...b5 8 4)xc5 Wxc5 (8...bxa4 9 
4)5xa4 4)xe4 10 0-0 4)xc3 11 4)xc3 
0-0 12 d3 Ab7 13 Ae3 4)f5 14 Wd2 
a5, Nikitin-Estrin, USSR 1958, and 
now 15 Sael would have been good 
for White) 9 Ab3 a5 10 a3 0-011 0-0 
!a612 d3 4)xb3 13 cxb3 b4 14 4)e2 
Bfe8 15 lei h6 16 d4 Wb6 17 4ig3 
(Black has no compensation for the 
lost pawn) 17...Sab8 18 f3 d6 19 
&e3 &c8 20 d5 c5 21 dxc6 Wxc6 22 
axb4 axb4 23 Wd4 JLc6 24 &xh6 
Wc5 25 JLe3 Wxd4 26 &xd4 &xb3 
27 4)f5 Be6 28 &a7 Sa8 29 Af2 
&a2 30 Jkh4 4)d7 31 4)e7+ s£h7 32 
4)c6 b3 33 4)d4 Bee8 34 4)f5 Sa6 
35 Sadi 4)c5 36 4)xd6 Bb8 37 
4)xf7 4)a4 38 Be2 Ic8 1-0, Armas- 
Antunes, Capablanca Mem-B 1992. 

8 0-0 4)xc3 



This variation has been played a 
number of times in recent games, 
perhaps because Black players have 
wanted to avoid the theory of the 
main lines. However, the practical 


9 bxc3 

Both captures are very promising 
for White. After 9 dxc3 4)e6 10 
4)xc5 Wxc5 11 Ae3 Black has tried; 
^ ll...We7 12 f4 f5 13 Wf3 0-0 14 
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Ifel Bb8 15 Sadi b6 16 Af2 &h8 
17 Wh3 lf7 18 b4 h6 (White’s supe¬ 
rior development and pressure along 
the central files, especially against 
the weak d7 pawn, amount to a sub¬ 
stantial advantage) 19 Wh5 fif8 20 
Jkh4 Wf7 21 Wxf7 Sxf7 22 c4 a6 23 
le5 -4h7 24 £.g3 -*g6 25 a3 c5 26 
c3 -4h7 27 fid6 g6 28 £.dl &g7 29 
SLB &f8 30 £.h4 g5 31 fxg5 hxg5 
32 £.g3 *e7 33 Id2 f4 34 Af2 -4f6 
35 Sed5 Sg7 36 £.g4 Bb7 37 Id6 
<&e7 38 h4 cxb4 39 cxb4 lc7 40 c5 
bxc5 41 £.xe6 dxe6 42 bxc5 ld7 43 
hxg5 Ixd6 44 Ixd6 -4fi7 45 Sd8 
£.b7 46 £.d4 Sh7 47 Id6 £.d5 48 c6 
ig6 49 £.b6 flh8 50 c7 Ic8 51 £.a5 
ixg5 52 lxa6 ig4 53 Sd6 f3 54 
Id8 £.b7 55 gxf3+ ixf3 56 if 1 e5 
57 iel e4 58 id2 if2 59 ic3 e3 
60 id4 e2 61 Sxc8 £-xc8 62 a4 1-0, 
Botvinnik-Veresov, USSR Ch. 
1940. 

O ll...Wf5 12 c4 0-0 13 c3 d6 14 
£.c2 Wf6 15 Wh5 g6 16 Wh6 Wg7 
17 Wh4 f5 18 £.h6 Wf6 19 Wxf6 
lxf6 (the two bishops and Black’s 
weakened dark squares give White a 
permanent advantage) 20 h4 Jkd7 21 
fifel Be8 22 b4 £>f8 23 £-b3 c5 24 
Ixe8 £.xe8 25 Idl a5 26 Af4 (the 
d6 pawn is in serious trouble) a4 27 
Ac2 fie6 28 Bxd6 Sel+ 29 ih2 
Sal 30 £.dl flxa2 31 Af3 <?M7 32 
£.xb7 Sxf2 33 £.h6 £e5 34 ig3 
Ie2 35 la6 <S)g4 36 Af3 Ic2 37 
£.d5+ ih8 38 £.f8 Ixc3+ 39 if4 
£e3 40 £xc5 $]xd5+ 41 cxd5 Sc4+ 
42 ie5 ig7 43 Sa7+ Af7 44 £.d4 
fic8 45 d6 fle8+ 46 if4+ ih6 47 
£.f6 1-0, A.I.Ivanov-Kakageldyev, 
USSR Ch. Quahfier, Ashkhabad 
1990. 


9...&e6 10 £)xc5 Wxc5 11 WO 



11.. .C6 

11.. .0-0 12 d4 Wa5 13 £.b3 d6 14 
fidl (at the moment both Bel and 
£-d2 are impossible because of 
...£sxd4, so White prepares to ex¬ 
pand by .&d2 and c4) 14...Ib8 15 
£.d2 <5')d8? (this move is unfortunate 
because it allows White to imprison 
the knight) 16 d5 Wb5 17 lei Wd7 
18 le4 f5 19 Se2 <§3f7 20 Af4 (pre¬ 
venting the re-emergence of Black’s 
knight) 20...Wd8 21 Wg3 ih8 22 
flael g5 (suicide) 23 £.e3 f4 24 
£-d4+ ig8 25 WO Af5 26 Se7 Wc8 
27 lle6! c5 28 dxc6 bxc6 29 lf6 
Sxb3 30 cxb3 c5 31 Wh5 cxd4 32 
lfxf7 1-0, R.Mainka-Schweken- 
diek, Bad Worishofen Open 1992. 

12 d4 Wa5 13 £.b3 d5 (Black 
tries to barricade the white-squared 
bishop, but the demolition squad 
moves in) 14 c4 0-0 (14...-S)xd4 15 
We3+ 5)e6 16 cxd5 cxd5 17 Idl 
wins back the pawn with a strong in¬ 
itiative) 15 c3 dxc4 16 £.xc 4 JLd7 
17 Wg3 g6? (the further weakening 
of the black squares is too much) 18 
Bbl Sab8 19 £.h6 Bfe8 20 Bfel 
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Wh5 21 &-d2 b5 22 Ab3 Wf5 23 
Sbdl a5 24 Se5 Wf6 25 Sdel a4 26 
lc2 Sbc8 27 h4 Wg7 28 h5 foci 29 
Se7 (after 29...fied8 Black’s posi¬ 
tion is terrible but White has no 
forced win, so the early resignation 
is rather surprising) 1-0 


_ Game 28 

Fediashin-Poleschuk 
corn 1986 


1 e4 e5 2 foB foc6 3 £c3 £)f« 4 
&b5 ^d4 5 Aa4 Ac 5 6 £.xe5 0-0 



In order to avoid giving the pawn 
back immediately White usually 
plays 7 <5')d3, gaining time by attack¬ 
ing Black’s bishop. However, this 
blocks the d-pawn and makes it hard 
for White to develop his queenside. 
The subsequent struggle often re¬ 
volves around White’s attempts to 
move the d3 knight and complete his 
development. 

7£)d3 

^ 7 d3 d6 (7...d5 8 Ag5 c6 9 Wd2 
Se8 10 f4 b5 11 Ab3 h6 12 Ah4 


foxe4\ was good for Black in Tar- 
rasch-Rubinstein, San Sebastian 
1912) 8 £iO &g4 9 Ae3 c6 10 h3 
AxO 11 gxf3 d5 (Sokolov’s plan 
has given him sufficient compensa¬ 
tion for the pawn; White’s queen 
cannot move and there is no obvious 
way to safeguard the white king) 12 
Ag5 h6 13 &h4 Wd6 14 Ag3 We6 
15 *fl Sad8 16 *g2 (finally free¬ 
ing the queen from the defence of f3, 
but White’s king is still not secure) 

16...b5 17 Ab3 a5 18 a3 fox b3 19 
cxb3 foh5 20 exd5 Wg6! 21 &h2 (21 
d4 fof4+ 22 &h2 Wf5 23 Wfl &xd4 
24 dxc6 Axc3 25 bxc3 lc8 is fine 
for Black) 21...cxd5 22 d4 Ad6 23 
Sgl f5 24 Wd3 Wf6 25 f4 foxf4 26 
WO &e6 27 S)xd5 Wf7 28 &xd6 
fixd6 29 fo(4 fox&4 (material equal¬ 
ity is restored, but White’s position 
is a wreck) 30 Wc3 b4 31 axb4 axb4 
32 Wd3 2fd8 33 lael <5')xb3 34 
Wg3 fo&4 35 £ih5 g6 36 fott g5 37 
h4 g4 38 O h5 39 fxg4 hxg4 40 h5 
&h7 41 flefl Wf6 42 *hl S6d7 43 
Sg2 fof3 44 fog6 fidl 45 Sgf2 
lxfl+ 46 Ixfl fld2 47 Wc7+ <4h6 
48 Wf4+ Wg5 49 Wxg5+ *xg5 0-1, 
Kamsky-I.Sokolov, Brussels SWIFT 
Rapid 1992. 

7.. Jtb6 8 fof4 

This is the old main line, which 
has been played a few times recently 
even though it has been largely su¬ 
perseded by 8 e5. 

8.. .d5 9 d3 Ag4 

This is not the only move. The al¬ 
ternatives are; 

9.. .dxe4 (dubious) 10 dxe4 &g4 
11 Wd3 (Black’s premature pawn 
swap has given White this extra pos¬ 
sibility) ll...We7 12 Ae3 2ad8 13 
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4\fd5 4\xd5 14 &xd5 WeS? (Black 
should have tried 14...Hxd5 15 exd5 
Wb4+, when 16 c3 is just slightly 
better for White after 16...Wxb2 17 
0-0 Wxc3 18 Wxc3 &e2+ 19 *hl 
£>xc3 20 &b3 or 16...Wxa4 17 
&xd4 Axd4 18 Wxd4 Se8+ 19 *fl 
and now Informator gives 19...Wc2, 
even though this loses immediately 
after 20 Wxg4) 15 &xd4 Axd4 16 f4 
«h5 17 Wxd4 c6 18'&b3 cxd5 19 
&xd5 Afi 20 Wc4 (not 20 exf5 
fife8+ 21 *f2 when 21...We2+ 22 
&g3 fle3+ 23 t i’h4 h5! is unclear) 

20.. .b5 21 We2 Ag4 22 Wd3 Sfe8 
23 *f2 Wh6 24 flhel Wxh2? (Black 
should have taken on f4, when White 
must still work hard to exploit his 
extra pawn) 25 Wg3 Wh5 26 fle3 
fid6 27 Sael Sg6 28 f5 Sg5 29 Wf4 
fic8 30 lc3 m 31 flhl Wxhl 32 
Wxg5 Wdl 33 f6 g6 34 Wh6 Wd4+ 
35 *g3 Wxf6 36 &xg4 1-0, Estrin- 
Moldavsky, USSR 1968. 

O 9...C6 (this is just as good as the 
main line) 10 Ae3 (10 h3 Se8 110-0 
dxe4 12 dxe4 <Sixe4 13 *Sixe4 Hxe4 
14 c3 15 Wxd8+ Axd8 16 Ac2 
Se7 17 Ad2 Ad7 was equal in 
Book-Spielmann, Helsinki 1935) 

10.. .£lg4 11 Wd2 £ixc2+ (this com¬ 
bination wasn’t necessary because 

11.. .dxe4 12 dxe4 £lxe3 13 fxe3 
£)e6 would have been fine for 
Black) 12 Axc2 d4 13 Axd4 Axd4 
14 0-0 f5 15 h3 the 5 16 &hl Wg5 17 
thce2 Ab6 18 d4 <§3g6 19 Ab3+ 
i?h8 20 £)xg6+ Wxg6 V 2 -V 2 , Estrin- 
Antoshin, USSR 1969. In the final 
position Black has enough play for 
the pawn because 21 e5 f4 22 f3 Wh6 
threatens to sacrifice on h3, forcing 
White to defend passively. 



10 f3 &h5 11 *Sixh5 
This is the first main decision 
point for White. The alternative 11 
fxg4 should lead to a draw, for ex¬ 
ample 11 fxg4 Wh4+ 12 g3 £lxg3 13 
£lg2 and now: 



13...Wf6 14 Af4! (the only way to 
continue the game, because die alter¬ 
native 14 hxg3 5)f3+ 15 &e2 <£M4+ 

16 &el 5)0+ 17 *e2 £id4+ V 2 -V 2 , 
G.Roder-F.Roder, Bavaria 1985, is 
an immediate draw) 14...£)xhl 15 
thxd5 Wd8 16 Ae3 c6?! (16...Wd6 

17 < 4’d2 c6 18 thx b6 axb6 19 c3 is 
also good for White, but this is a bet¬ 
ter chance than the game) 17 £)xb6 
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axb6 18 c3 £e6 19 Ml (White has 
emerged from the complications 
with a decisive advantage because 
the hi knight is doomed) 19...Wd6 
20 &gl £g3 21 Ac2 Sfe8 22 Wf3 
&xe4 23 dxe4 b5 24 £ih4 g6 25 Wf2 
Wc7 26 £)f3 c5 27 <%5 c4 28 £ixe6 
fxe6 29 Ah6 e5 30 Bfl We7 31 a3 
fia6 32 Ag5 We6 33 h3 Saa8 34 
Ah6 We7 35 &h2 Sa6 36 *g3 Bd8 
37 h4 Bc8 38 Adi Baa8 39 Ae2 
Ba6 40 &h3 Sac6 41 Ag5 Wc7 42 
Adi Sa6 43 Ac2 Saa8 44 Ah6 We7 
4511)6 Wd7 46 Wf6 fle8 47 a4 We7 
48 Wxe7 flxe7 49 axb5 Bee8 50 fl£2 
Ba5 51 b3 Sxb5 52 bxc4 Bb2 53 c5 
Bc8 54 Acl flb5 55 Aa3 Ba5 56 
Ab4 Sal 57 Ab3+ Mi 58 Ad5 
Bhl+ 59 *g3 h5 60 gxh5 gxh5 61 
Bf5 Sa8 62 Sxh5+ &g7 63 lxe5 
Baal 64 Sg5+ M6 65 Bf5 flagl+ 
66 &f4 fixh4+ 67 M5 1-0, Heid- 
rich-H.Meyer, Bundesliga 1984/5. 
> 13...'ifh3 (this seems to be the 
way to force a draw) 14<Sif4 Wh4 15 
thg2 Wh3 V 2 -V 2 , G.Roder-Seyb, 
Bavarian Ch. 1986. 

ll...Axh5 12 £xd5 
12 Af4 c613 Bfl (defending f3 in 
preparation for Wd2; 13 Ae5?! Wg5 
is dubious, but 13 Ag3!? intending 
Af2 and 0-0 is interesting) 13...dxe4 
14 dxe4 (14 £)xe4 f5 15 £ig3 Be8+ 

16 i?d2 4ie6 is not so clear after 17 
Ab3, but 15...We7+! is very strong 
because 16 &d2 fails to 16...£ixf3+! 
followed by ... 1 B r b4+ picking up one 
of White’s bishops) 14...Wf6 15 
Wcl (15 Wd2 Sad8 16 Ag5 fails to 

16...£)xc2+) 15...£ie6 16 Ag3 Ad4 

17 e5 Axe5 18 £ie4 Axg3+ 19 hxg3 
We5 (material is equal but White’s 
king is still stuck in the centre) 20 


Ab3 Ag6?>. (20...f5 21 Wf4 Wxb2 

22 Axe6+ Af7 23 Axf7+ Bxf7 is 
very good for Black because 24 Wcl 
gives him the pleasant choice be¬ 
tween 24...We5 and 24...'@ r xcl+ 25 
Ixcl fxe4 26 fxe4 Be8) 21 We3 
Axe4 22 0-0-0 ®g5? (a very strange 
move; 22...Wxg3 is an extra pawn) 

23 Wxg5 <Sixg5 24 fxe4 Sad8 25 
Bd3 lxd3 26 cxd3 &e6 27 &d2 
5d8 28 M3 Sd7 29 Axe6 fxe6 30 
b4 (with equality) 30...Sf7 31 Bel 
Mi 32 a4 Ml 33 Bc5 Bfl 34 b5 
<4^6 35 Sh5 h6 36 bxc6 Mc6 37 
Be5 4d6 38 Bb5 b6 39 a5 M6 40 
Be5 Bf6 41 4x14 Bg6 42 Sb5?? 
(horrible) 42...4xb5 0-1, Jongman- 
Di Bucchianico, corr. 1987. 



12...f5! 

^ 12...C6 (an inferior move, as is 

12...«fh4+ 13 g3 &xf3+ 14 Wxf3 
Axf3 15 gxh4 Axhl 16 M2! c6 17 
£if4 Ac7 18 Ae3 Axf4 19 Axf4 
Ag2 20 Bgl Ah3 21 Ah6, which 
was very good for White in Canal- 
Eliskases, Kecskemet 1933) 13 
£ixb6 axb6 14 Ab3 (14 c3 Wh4+ 15 
4fl £xf3 16 gxf3 Bxa4 17 Wxa4 
Wh3+ 18 4gl Axf3 19 Wc2 Wg4+ 
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20 &fl Axhl is better for Black) 

14.. .Wh4+ 15 *fl £ixb3 16 cxb3 f5 

17 Wei (Estrin won twice from this 
position in top-level correspondence 
chess, so the evidence is that White 
is better, although I must add that 
one of the games wasn’t very con¬ 
vincing) 17...Wd8 18 We2 c5 19 a4 
lf7 20 Ad2 ld7 21 exf5 Ml 
(21..Mel 22 Ag5 Ixe2 23 &xd8 
lc2 24 iub6 le8 25 Igl See2 26 
Axc5 Sed2 27 b4 Mi 28 b3 Ml 
29 g4 Bxh2 30 lg3 h5 31 gxh5 
&xf5 32 -igl Shd2 33 Ad4 Sxd3 
34 Bxg7+ 35 lg5 M6 36 
Ac5+ 1-0, Estrin-Kletsel, 10th 
World corr. Ch. 1978) 22 Ml Mbl 
23 h4 b5 24 lei b4 25 M5 i-xa4 26 
d4 cxd4 27 Wc4+ fid5 28 Wxb4 d3 
29 Wd2 Bxe5? (I don’t understand 
this move; why not 29...Bc8?) 30 
lxe5 Bc8 31 lei Ic2 32 Wb4 b5 33 
b3 Bb2 34 Wc3 Ixb3 35 Wc6 *f7 
36 Wb7+ 1-0, Estrin-Karker, 6th 
World corr. Ch. 1968. 

13 Af4 

13 &xb6 Wh4+ 14 *fl (14 g3 
Wh3 is also promising for Black) 

14.. .fxe4! 15 &b3+ s£h8 16 Wei 
lxf3+ 17 gxO Wh3+ 18 *gl 
&xf3+ 19 *f2 &xel 20 Bxel lf8+ 

21 *gl Wg4+ 22 <4hl WB+ 23 
*gl Wf2+ 24 *hl AG mate, Gore- 
lik-Chashichin, corr. 1982. 

13...fxe4 14 dxe4 £)xf3+! (this 
combination leads to a forced win) 
15 gxO Sxf4 16 Sfl (desperation, 
but 16 -SM4 Wh4+ 17 *d2 Wxf4+ 

18 <*03 Wf6+ 19 &bl ld8 gives 
Black a crushing attack) 16...Kxe4+ 
(the final blow seals White’s fate) 17 
fxe4 Wh4+ 18 Ml Wxh2+ 19 &d3 
i.vdl 20 Saxdl &h8 0-1 


Game 29 


Stertenbrink-Omelchenko 
corr. 1987 


1 e4 eS 2 &D £ic6 3 <§3c3 4 

Ab5 £d4 5 M4 MS 6 £ixe5 0-0 7 
&d3 M6 8 e5 £ie8 9 0-0 

This is the old way to continue af¬ 
ter 8 e5, but it is now rarely seen. 
White needs to move his knight from 
d3 to complete his development, but 
this gives Black time to develop a 
dangerous initiative. The active 
knight on d4 and the weakness of f2 
combine to make White’s defensive 
task very difficult. 

9...d6 10 exd6 



This is the key move. Black’s 
knight is heading for g4, where it tar¬ 
gets the weak squares f2 and h2. The 
recapture on d6 is much less effec¬ 
tive: 

> 10...£ixd6 11 £iel (ECO recom¬ 
mends 11 *hl c6 12 £:if4, but 11 
‘ir’hl Wh4 is more dangerous) 
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1 l...h5!? 12 Wxh5 g6 13 We5 (after 

13 Wdl Black can play 13...*g7 fol¬ 
lowed by ...Sh8 and ...Wh4) 13...f6 

14 Wg3 &g7 15 d3 $36f5 16 Wf4 c6 
17 Wd2 lh8 18 53e4 Wc7 19 g3 

! 20 gxh4 lxh4 21 &g3 Wd7 22 
We3 £lxc2? (winning White’s queen 
is a mistake; 22...Wh3 would force 
White to take a draw by 23 We7+; 
New in Chess suggests 22...£ie6 23 
We2 Sxa4, but 23 d4! saves the 
piece) 23 &xc2 &xe3 24 fxe3 Wh3 
25 Sf2 (the attack is over and once 
White’s pieces co-ordinate for an at¬ 
tack on f6 the game is over too) 

25.. .1e6 26 Jkd2 Sah8 27 &c3 Sfg 
28 £if3 Sg4 29 Safi &d5 30 e4 &e6 
31 53el *g8 32 flxf6 lxf6 33 flxffi 
Af7 34 £)g2 Wh6 35 Ifl Wf8 36 
.&b3 1-0, Franzoni-Bhend, Berne 
1987. 

11 d7 

Universally adopted. Nobody has 
felt like giving Black yet another 
tempo by 11 dxc7 Wd6, with the 
deadly threat of ...£ig4. The move 
played returns one pawn in order to 
exchange the ineffective bishop on 
a4 for one of Black’s main attacking 
pieces. 

11.. Jtxd7 12 &xd7 Wxd7 13 
£)el 

White frees his d-pawn and, more 
importantly, prepares 5)0 exchang¬ 
ing the dangerous d4 knight. 

13.. .5ae8 14 

14 d3 is too slow and allows 

14.. .£ig4 15 5)0 £>xf3+ 16 WxB 
<§3xf2 17 £sd5 £ixd3+! (much 
stronger than 17...Wxd5 18 Wxd5 
&&i3+ with perpetual check, Jansa- 
Pachman, Prague 1966) 18 £sxb6 
Wd4+ 19 ^hl £ixcl with a definite 


advantage for Black, as pointed out 
by Htibner. 

14...£ig4 15 h3 f5! 

This piece sacrifice poses serious 
problems for White, and it is much 
better than other moves: 

O 15...$3xf2 16 Sxf2 le6 (or 

16...£>xf3+ 17 WxO Wd4 18 g3, 
with advantage for White in Sterten- 
brink-Gromotka, corr. 1983) 17 
^3g5! Ig6 18 d3 h6 19 £ige4 Wxh3 
20 Jkg5 We6 21 &e3 f5 22 &xd4 
&xd4 23 WO c6?! (23...1e8 24 <§3d2 
is better for White, but still a fight) 
24 <§3e2! Axb2 25 lafl lg4 26 
Wxg4 fxg4 27 lxf8+ -*67 28 c3 
Wxa2 29 I8f7 &a3 30 &2g3 <&>g6 
31 fixb7 a5 32 <^f5 1-0, Sterten- 
brink-Vukcevich, corr. 1986. 



16 d3 

White cannot take the piece be¬ 
cause 16 hxg4 fxg4 17 4^xd4 Wxd4 
18 &hl Be5 gives Black a crushing 
attack. 

16...Wd6 

Now acceptance is forced. 

17 hxg4 £xf3+ 18 WxO 

Or 18 gxO Wg3+ 19 sfehl Wh3+ 
20 ^gl fxg4 with a decisive attack. 
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18...fxg4 



19i.f4 

19 Wd5+ (19 Wxg4 Sxf2 wins for 
Black) 19...Wxd5 20 4)xd5 &xf2+! 
21 *hl (21 Bxf2 fiel+ 22 &h2 
Ixf2 23 Ae3 !xg2+ 24 *xg2 Ixal 
is better for Black, but this is White’s 
best chance) 21...1e5 22 £sf4 Ag3 
23 Ad2 Sef5 24 fiael g5 with a win¬ 
ning position for Black, Riifenacht- 
Chebeniuk, corr. 1984. 

19...gxf3 20 i.xd6 cxd6 21 Sfel 
(material is equal, but Black has a 
clear advantage; his bishop is 
stronger than White’s knight and f2 
is still vety weak) 21...Sc8 (intend¬ 
ing ...Ic5-g5) 22 Bad BcS 23 5)e4 
Se5 24 c4 (not 24 £>xd6? Sg5 win¬ 
ning at once, while after 24 g3 d5 
both 25 £)c3 Bg5 26 Ml Bh5 27 
<&g2 Sh3 and 25 £kJ2 Be2 are also 
winning) 24...Be6 (threat 25...Sg6 
26 g3 If5, followed by doubling 
rooks on the h-file) 25 gxG BxD 26 
^g2 Bxd3 (the rest is purely techni¬ 
cal) 27 &g5 Be5 28 Bxe5 dxe5 29 
c5 AdH 30 &e4 Ac7 31 c6 bxc6 32 
Sxc6 £.b6 33 Ee6 £.d4 34 Be8+ 
*f7 35 <5fd6+ *f6 36 £)c4 Bdl 37 


Bc8 h5 38 Bc6+ &g5 39 Sd6 &f4 
40 Sd7 g6 41 Ef7+ &g4 42 BO 
Egl+ 43 S^xgl <&xD 44 &fl e4 45 
b4 h4 0-1 


Game 30 


Bosch-Ciolac 
Leukerbad Open 1992 

1 e4 e5 2 £)c3 £if6 3 &G £c6 4 
i.b5 £d4 5 Aa4 Ac 5 6 £)xe5 0-0 7 
4ld3 Ab6 8 e5 4)e8 9 43d5 d6 



10 4)e3 

The alternative 10 c3 is distinctly 
inferior: 

O 10...AS 11 &3b4 c5 12 £xb6 
axb6 13 cxd4 cxb4 14 0-0 (14 Ac2 
looks better, preventing the bishop 
settling on d3) 14...^.d3 15 lei Wh4 
(Pytel suggests 15...dxe5 16 dxe5 
4 )c7 17 Ac2 4)e6 as an improve¬ 
ment) 16 Ac2 Axel 17 Wxc2 Wxd4 
18 exd6 x h- x k, Bednarski-Pytel, 
Dortmund 1975. 

^ 10...«fh4! (10...dxe5?! 11 4fxb6 
axb6 12 cxd4 Wxd4 13 Ac2 Af5 of¬ 
fers some compensation for the 
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piece, but White might be able to es¬ 
cape by 14 5ib4!?) 11 £se3 We4 12 
fcb4 dxe5 13 cxd4 exd4 14 Wc2?! 
(14 &c2 We5 15 4id3 We7 16 0-0 is 
better, with approximate equality) 

14.. .We5 15 f4?! (15 0-0 is best, but 
then Black is slightly better) 

15.. .Wxf4 16 £ic4 Wh4+ 17 -if 1 (17 
g3 We7+) 17...d3! 18 &xd3 Af5 19 
&xb6 axb6 20 &b3 Sd8 (21 ±c4 
ld4! followed by ...Sf4+) 0-1, Ty- 
lor-Milner-Barry, Hastings 1938/9. 



10...dxe5 

Or 10...c6 (for other 10th moves, 
see game 31) and now: 



> 11 c3 ?)f5 (Makarychev suggests 

11.. .£ie6 12 0-0 Ac7, transposing to 
the Short-Speelman play-off game 
given below, which was just very 
slightly better for White; if White 
wants to avoid this, then he has to 
find an alternative to 12 0-0) 12 0-0 
&.c7 13 f4 dxe5 14 4?)xe5 £)xe3 15 
dxe3 We7 16 &c2 £)f6 17 e4 fie8! 
18 £if3? (18 WO! &xe5 19 fxe5 is 
good for White after 19...£)g4 20 
Af4! or 19...Wxe5 20 JLf4 followed 
bye5) 18...£lxe4! 19flel (Shorthad 
overlooked that 19 i£.xe4 Wc5+! fol¬ 
lowed by ...fixe4 is good for Black) 

19.. JLf5 20 &e3 fiad8 21 <?M4 &g6 
(Black is slightly better) 22 WO 
£}f6! 23 f5!? &h5 24 Wh3 c5 25 
^.g5! (25 £sb5 ^-f4! is strong) 

25.. .Wxel+ 26 Sxel fixel+ 27 *£2 
lde8 28 &xf6 cxd4 29 Wxh5 gxf6 

30 ^-b3 (both sides were in time- 
trouble) 30...11e2+!? V 2 -V 2 , Short- 
Speelman, London match 1991. 
‘O110-0 &c7 12 c3 £ie6 13 f4 dxe5 
14 £lxe5 £lxf4 15 d4 Axe5 
(15...£)g6 16 £ixg6 hxg6 17 £.b3 is 
a little better for White) 16 dxe5 
Wxdl 17 &xdl £M3 18 £ic4 Ae6 
(18...b6 may be better, keeping the 
knight out of a5) 19 £sa5 (this knight 
proves surprisingly hard to dislodge) 

19.. .£ixcl 20 Ixcl lb8 21 Af3 
&)c7 22 c4 (in contrast Black’s 
knight never finds a good square) 

22.. .£sa6 23 a3 (White is slightly 
better) 23...£»c5 24 Scdl fifc8 25 
fife I&f8 26b4£ia427 fid6 &e8 28 
Se3 £ib6 29 fle4 &e7 30 *f2 fic7 

31 &e3 4id7 32 c5 fibc8 33 Ag4 
^.xg4 34 B.xg4 g6 35 < 4’d4 b6 36 
£)b3 £f8 37 < 4’c4 <Sie6 38 £id4 bxc5 
39 £lxe6 fxe6 40 bxc5? (White has 
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patiently increased his advantage 
and now 40 ^xc5 would have given 
him good winning chances) 40...flf8 
41 g3 flfl 42 flh4 h5 43 flf4 flcl+ 
44 &d4 Id 1+ 45 &e4 fiel+ 46 &d4 
fidl+ V 2 -V 2 , Short-Speelman, Lon¬ 
don match rapid play-off 1991. 

11 £>xe5 Wg5 



12 &5c4 

The alternatives are inferior: 

12 £M7 (a bad choice) 12..JLxd7 
13 &xd7 f5 14 c3 f4 (14...4M6 may 
be even better) 15 cxd4 fxe3 16 dxe3 
Wxg2 17 flfl 18 Ae6+ &h8 
(this position is better for Black; the 
extra pawn is of no value because 
Black can regain it any time he likes 
by taking on h2, and meanwhile 
White’s king is trapped in the centre) 
19 Ad2 2ad8 20 d5 £te4 (taking on 
d5 guarantees a clear advantage, but 
the move played is also promising) 
21 We2 Wxh2 22 iic3 £«c3 23 
bxc3 c6 24 fldl cxd5 25 .&xd5 
.&xe3? (25...We5 is dangerous for 
White, which makes this sacrifice all 
the more strange) 26 fxe3 flxfl+ 27 
*xfl? (what’s wrong with 27 
HTxfl?) 27...flf8+ 28 Af3 Wg3 29 


Wf2 Wxf3 30 Wxf3 flxf3+ 31 &e2 
flf8 (Black reaches an ending a 
pawn up, but White’s active rook 
provides enough compensation for a 
draw) 32 fld7 flb8 33 e4 &g8 34 
&e3 *f8 35 *f4 a5 36 e5 flc8 37 
flxb7 flxc3 38 e6 flc5 39 flf7+ &g8 
40 fla7 &f8 41 flf7+ &g8 42 fld7 
V 2 -V 2 , Franzoni-Godena, Manila Ol. 
1992. 

O 12ftd3 A£5130-0&xd3 14cxd3 
£>d6 (this line gives Black more than 
enough compensation for the pawn) 
15 b4 (an unfortunate necessity if 
White is to develop his queenside) 

15.. .Wg6 16 Ac2 c6 17 Ab2 Sad8 
18 flcl &xc2 19 Wxc2 &c8 20 d4 
.&xd4 21 Wxg6 hxg6 (already Black 
is slightly better) 22 Ac3 4ib6 23 
flfel Sd7 24 *fl flfd8 25 flc2 f6 26 
&e2 &f7 27 flbl a6 28 g3 Se8 29 
<&f3 £>a4 30 h4 &a7 31 &e2 fled8 
32 flel fld3 33 flbl I3d7 34 flel 
£)b6 35 flbl £)c8 36 a4 $\d6 37 *f3 
fle8 38 &e2 £b6 39 *f3 !.d8 40 
&e2 f5 41 &f3 Af6 42 &e2 ^e4 43 
b5 -&xc3 44 dxc3 cxb5 45 axb5 a5 
46 b6 £)xg3+ 47 fxg3 flde7 48 *£2 
flxe3 49 fldl S3e6 50 Sb2 Sc6 51 
flb3 a4 52 Sa3 flxb6 53 flxa4 flb2+ 
54 <&f3 (Black has maintained his 
advantage, but there is still no forced 
win) 54...flee2 (perhaps 54...flae2 
offers more winning chances) 55 
*f4 flg2 56 fld3 flbd2 57 Sad4 
5xd3 58 flxd3 (now White defends) 

58.. .6e6 59 &g5 &e5 60 fle3+ &d5 
61 flf3 &e4 62 Sf4+ &e3 63 &xg6 
flxg3+ 64 &xf5 &d3 65 flb4 &xc3 
66 flxb7 &d2 67 h5 &e2 68 Sb4 
&f2 69 fla4 &g2 70 flb4 &h3 71 
fla4 &g2 V 2 -V 2 ,1.Sokolov-Chandler, 
Brussels SWIFT Rapid 1992. 
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12...f5 



13 f4! 

r > Better than 13 c3 f4 14 cxd4 fxe3 
15 £)xe3 Axd4, as played in 
Bogaerts-Geenen, Belgium 1991, 
and now 16 0-0 Ah3 17 Wb3+ &h8 
18 Wd5 Axe3 19 Wxg5 iixg5 20 
gxh3 is given in Informator as good 
for Black. However, the critical 
question is whether White can play 
18 Wxb7!?, meeting 18...£>d6 by 19 
f4, when the position is absolutely 
unclear. 

13...Wxf4 14 c3 &e6 (14...Wh4+ 
15 g3 We4 is refuted by 16 0-0) 15 
d4 c616 g3 We417 fin (17 0-0 £)g5 
18 Wh5 followed by Ac2 is also 
very good for White) 17...£>g5? 
(bad, but even 17...£te7 18 £)e5 
£ld5 19 We2 is excellent for White) 
18 £>e5! (suddenly there is no escape 
for Black’s queen) 18...f4 19 Ac2 
(Black could have given up here) 

19...Wxe5 20 dxe5 fxe3 21 Ab3+ 
&e6 22 1x18+ &xf8 23 Axe6 £>xe6 
24 Axe3 Axe3 25 Wf3+ &g8 26 
Wxe3 £)8c7 27 0-0-0 c528We4 lb8 
29 ld6 65 30 Wc6 lb631 Wd7 1-0 


Game 31 


Short-Timman 
Linares 1992 


1 e4 e5 2 &D £ic6 3 &c3 4 

AbS £)d4 5 Aa4 Ac5 6 £)xe5 0-0 7 
£id3 Ab6 8 e5 4te8 9 £id5 d6 10 
£ie3 



10...Wg5 

O 10...We7 11 exd6 ^xd6 12 0-0 c6 
13 c3 &4f5 14 £iel &e4 15 Ac2 
le8 16 d4 (16 ®>f3 &xe3 17 fxe3 
&g4 18 Wei Sad8 19 £id4 &c7 is 
assessed as unclear by Makarychev) 

16.. .Ac7 17 £>d3 (a critical moment; 
Makarychev gives 17 &xf5 Axf5 18 
£lf3 lad8 19 lei Wf6 and 17 £if3 
&xe3 18 it.xe3 &g4 19 h3 &h5 20 
5el Wf6! as unclear, but perhaps 17 
Wf3!? is an improvement) 17...Wh4 
18 &e5 &xe5 19 dxe5 lxe5 20 f3? 
(White could have kept an edge by 
20 £ic4 le8 21 Wf3 &f6 22 £te3 
£ixe3 23 &xe3 Ag4 24 Wg3) 

20.. .£ixe3 21 Axe3 £ixc3 22 Wei 
We7 23 Wxc3 lxe3 24 Ifel lxel+ 




82 4 Ab5 <£d4 82 


25 Sxel Ae6 26 Ab3 (White has 
lost a pawn, but he may have enough 
compensation to draw) 26...Sd8 27 
We3 a6 28 f4 Wf6 29 Wb6 &xb3 30 
axb3 h5 31 Wxb7 Wd4+ 32 *hl 
We4 33 Sgl h4 34 h3 f5 35 Wxa6 
Sd3 36 &h2? (in time-trouble 
White misses 36 Wc4+ drawing) 

36...Wxf4+ 37 *hl We4 38 &h2? 
We5+ (38...fixb3 would have been 
winning for Black) 39 &hl Wd5 40 
&h2 Wd6+ 41 &hl Wd5 42 &b2 
&h7 (now 42...Sxb3 may be met by 
43 Wc8+ &h7 44 We8!) 43 Wc4 
We5+ (Black is still slightly better 
but he cannot win) 44 &hl We4 45 
&h2 Sd4 46 Wc3 We5+ 47 &hl 
Wd5 48 &h2 Sd2 49 Wb4 Sd4 50 
Wc3 c5 51 flfl fld2 52 Wf3 V 2 -V 2 , 
Nikolenko-Makarychev, USSR Ch. 
1991. 

O 10...Wh4 



11 0-0 &e6 12 c3 (12 f4!? is a rea¬ 
sonable alternative) 12...£te2+ 13 
&hl Axe3 14 dxe3 £)xcl 15 flxcl 
fid8 (15...dxe5 16 £lxe5 fid8 is 
wrong because of 17 £iO!) 16 .&b3 
dxe5 17 &xe6 fxe618 Wc 2 (if White 
can consolidate then he will have a 


clear advantage, so Black must 
launch a speedy bid for counterplay) 

18.. .5.5! 19 Scdl (after this Black 
can hold the balance; 19 f4 exf4 20 
exf4 is better, when White can de¬ 
fend his king while still leaving 
Black with one weak e-pawn) 

19.. .£id6 20 Wb3 Se8 21 £ic5 lxf2 
(21...e4 is tempting because 22 
£>xe6? fails to 22...1b5, but 22 
£>xb7! fib5 23 Wa4 is the refutation) 
22 &xe6 &h8 23 Sxf2 Wxf2 24 
&xc7 5f8 25 h3 &f5? (25...&e4! 26 
£>e6 Wg3 27 ^xf8 £if2+ 28 &gl 
£lxh3+ would have forced a draw; 
Black can tty to win by 29 &I 1 I 
£)f2+ 30 &g 1 &g4 31 Wf7 We3+ 32 
i’h 1 £}f2+ 33 &I 12 £ixd 1, but the re¬ 
sult will be a draw all the same after 
34 We8) 26 &e6 &xe3 27 Wxb7 
fig8? (in Informator I gave 27...Wf6 

28 Sd6 Wg6 29 £)xf8 Wbl+ 30 &b2 
£>fl+ as a draw, but now I see that 

27.. .Wf6 28 &xf8 &xdl 29 &d7 
Wfl+ 30 &h2 Wf4+ 31 g3 Wd2+ 32 
Wg2 is good for White) 28 Ig 1 Wf6 

29 WO?! (after 29 £>c5 Black has 
little to show for his minus pawn) 

29.. .Wxe6 30 Wxe3 Wxa2 31 b4 Se8 
32 fidl (White keeps an advantage 
because his pieces are more active 
and Black’s pawns are weak) 

32.. .Wf7 33 Sal Se7 34 We4 (now 
White is ready to push his c-pawn) 

34.. .h6 35 c4 Wf4 36 Wxf4 exf4 (this 
ending is lost for Black; the outside 
passed pawn is one factor, but 
equally important is the exposed 
pawn on f4) 37 c5 &g8 38 b5 &f7 39 
b6 axb6 40 cxb6 <&f6 41 Sbl Sb7 42 
i’gl g5 43 &f2 <£>e7 (Black has no 
time for ...h5 and ...g4) 44 &O i>d8 
45 &g4 &c8 46 Scl+ &b8 47 Sc6 
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Hd7 48 5xh6 Sd2 49 &xg5 Sxg2+ 
50 &xf4 1 £2+ 51 4?g3 lb2 52 flf6 
5b3+ 53 &g4 5b4+ 54 &g5 lb5+ 
55 flf5 5xb6 56 h4 &c7 57 h5 1-0, 
Nunn-Christiansen, Bundesliga 
1991/2. 



11 f4 

The alternative is 11 exd6 ^xd6 
12 0-0 and now: 

O 12...C6 13 c3 £se6? (13...<S)4f5 is 
the only reasonable move) 14 .&c2 
f5 15 f4 (stopping Black’s attack and 
leaving White a pawn up with the 
better position) 15...Wf6 16 g3 h6 17 
£>e5 g5 18 d4 gxf4 19 gxf4 &h8 20 
&hl Sg8 21 Ad2 c5 22 £>d5 Wg7 
23 Igl Wxgl+ 1-0, Chandler- 
McMahon, London (Lloyds Bank) 
1992. 

O 12...£l6f5? (Hiibner recommends 
12...£i4f5 13 £tel £)xe3 14 fxe3 
&g4 15 Wh5 16 Wei c6 fol¬ 
lowed by ...2ae8, with an unclear 
position) 13 c3 (13 £>el!? is good 
for White after 13...®h4 14 c3 &e6 
15 d4 16 &hl or 13...£ixe3 14 
dxe3 £)c615 Axc6 bxc6 16 WO fol¬ 
lowed by £ki3, according to Hiib- 
ner’s analysis) 13...4^xe3 14 dxe3 


Ah3 (after 14...^.g4 15 exd4 itxdl 
16 AxgS -&xa4 17 Ifel White has 
good winning chances) 15 £>el (af¬ 
ter 15 £tf4?! &g4 16 O £if5! 17 
fxg4 &xe3 18 WO &xfl+ 19 *xfl 
Wc5 20 £>e2 2ad8 the position is 
rather unclear) 15...£)c6 16 e4? (16 
&xc6 bxc6 17 &hl ±e6 18 We2 
would have left Black with very little 
for the sacrificed pawn) 16...Wg6 17 
&hl ±e6 18 We2 £le5 (Black’s ac¬ 
tive pieces provide enough play for 
the pawn) 19 .&b3 .&xb3 20 axb3 
lfe8 21 O flad8 22 Af4 We6 23 
&xe5 (23 Wc2 V)g6 24 &g3 Wd7 25 
Af2 ftf4 26 Axb6 axb6 27 fl£2 f5 

28 exf5 We7 is also unclear) 
23...Wxe5 24 £ic2 f5 25 flael fxe4 
26 fxe4 c6 27 &a3 £c7 28 g3 We6 

29 b4 Sd7 30 £)c2 V 2 -V 2 , Nunn-Hiib- 
ner, Munich 1991. 

Short’s move is more aggressive. 
He intends keeping the pawn on e5, 
even if this means weakening the b6- 
gl diagonal. 



ll...W g 6 

In Informator Makarychev gave 
the line ll...Wh4+ 12 g3 Wh3 13 c3 
(13 We6) 13...&f5 14 &f2 
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&xe3 15 dxe3 1116 ! (15.J*g2? 16 
&c2 threatening Ae4 is good for 
White) 16 exd6 £)xd6 17 0-0 AfS, 
assessing this position as unclear. 
However, 13 We6 14 c3! looks 
very good for White, for example 

14.. .dxe5 15 fxe5 <?T5 16 d4 and 
White consolidates. 

12 0-0 f6 13 exd6?l 
White should not bring the e8 
knight back into play unless there is 
absolutely no choice. 13 i’hl was an 
improvement, when Timm an gives 

13.. .c6 as unclear, although I believe 
that White is slightly better. 

13.. .^xd6 14 £i£2 £4f5 15 &d5 
There are many possible moves. 

15 WO £>d4 16 Wdl would be a 
draw, while 15 Wg4 #h6! gives 
Black an edge according to Timman. 
15 i>hl and 15 c4 were other ideas, 
but my general impression is that 
Black has full compensation for the 
pawn. 

15.. .6h8 16 £ixb6 axb6 17 c3? 
After this Black’s attack crashes 

through. 17 .&b3 was better, when 
Black may choose between 

17.. .£>d4, with good compensation 
for the pawn, or the double-edged 

17.. .£>h418 g3 Sa5, playing directly 
for mate. 



17.. .5.a4! 18 Wxa4 &h4 19 g3 
&D+ 20 &g2 £ih4+ 21 &gl ^Oh- 
22 &g2 Ae6! 23 &hl 

This looks horrible, but 23 < 4“xf3 
&d5+ 24 &e2 le8+ 25 &dl Af3 is 
mate, while 23 d3 lfh5 24 Wdl iid5 
25 £ie4 Wxh2+ 26 &xf3 f5 gives 
Black a decisive attack. 

23.. Jk.d5 24 Sxf3 £>fS! 

Timman comments that 24...Wd3? 

25 Wdl le8 wins for Black after 26 
£if2? Se2, but loses after 27 *f2!. 
This isn’t quite right, because even 

26 £)f2 le2 is a loss after 27 &fl!. 
25 

25 *£2 fails to 25...« r h5, so 
White’s position collapses. 

25.. .£ih4+ 26 &fl £>xB 27 d3 
&xh2+28&e2&c6 0-l 
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A fter 4 ii.b5 .&b4 the main line 
runs 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 &g5 
Axc3 8 bxc3 d6. This chapter analy¬ 
ses deviations from the main line. In 
game 32 we examine alternatives on 
or before White’s 6th move. The two 
most important possibilities are 5 d3 
by White and 5...d6 by Black. These 
do not necessarily transpose into the 
main line, since 5 d3 may be met by 

5...£>d4 and 5...d6 by 6 £)d5. There 
seems little reason to allow these 
variations since moving the d-pawn 
has no genuine advantages over im¬ 
mediate castling. 

The only reason for an early ...d6 
by Black would be to prevent the 
line 6 .&xc6 dxc6, which we con¬ 
sider in game 33 (6 .&xc6 bxc6 is in 
game 32). This may be followed 
either by 7 &xe5, or by the posi¬ 
tional 7 d3. The 7 4ixe5 line is espe¬ 
cially innocuous, and often results in 
a quick draw. 7 d3 leads to positions 
which are similar both to the Ruy 
Lopez and to game 22 (Psakhis- 
Barua) from chapter 7. The differ¬ 
ence is that in the Ruy Lopez Black’s 
bishop is normally on e7, in chapter 
7 the bishop was on c5 and here it is 
on b4. When the bishop is on b4 
Black has the extra option of taking 
on c3, but other lines do not differ 
much from the two parallel situ¬ 
ations. Readers should refer to chap¬ 
ter 7 and a book on the Ruy Lopez 
when studying this section. 

In games 34 and 35 we examine 
deviations on Black’s 6th move. 
Game 34 covers the two lines 

6..JLxc3 7 bxc3 d5 and 6...£>d4. 
Game 35 has considerable impor¬ 
tance, because although we have 


taken 6...d6 7 .&g5 -&xc3 8 bxc3 as 
the move-order for the main line, in 
practice a number of games follow 
the alternative path 6...iLxc3 7 bxc3 
d6. The question arises as to whether 
White has nothing better than 8 
Ag5, or can he exploit the early ex¬ 
change on c3? 8 5el is the main at¬ 
tempt to improve on 8 .&g5, and this 
is covered in game 35. 

Games 36 and 37 deal with the 
line 7 £te2. There are only two com¬ 
mon replies, 7....&g4 (game 36) and 

7...§)e7 (game 37). The main line of 
game 37 probably represents 
Black’s best play and should suffice 
for equality. 


_ Game 32 _ 

M.Tseitlin-Haba 
Ostrava 1991 

1 e4 e5 2 £>D £)c6 3 £k3 4 

&b5 ii.b4 



5 0-0 

Or 5 d3 (this is probably inaccu¬ 
rate) 5...£>d4 (5...d6 is likely to 
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transpose to normal lines) 6 .&a4 b5 
7 Ab3 and now: 



O 7...d5! (threatening both 8...£ixf3+ 
9 Wxf3 d4 and 8...Ag4) 8 &xe5 
<7ixb3 (Botvinnik recommends 

8.. .We7, giving the lines 9 -&f4 
£>xb3 10 cxb3 d4 and 9 f4 0-0 as 
good for Black; the second line is not 
completely clear after 9 f4 0-0 10 
Jk.e3, but there is little doubt that 
Black is at least equal) 9 cxb3 d4? 
(9...dxe4 is immediately equal) 10 
&c6 dxc3 11 £)xb4 c5 (Black had 
overlooked that ll...Wd4 is met by 

12 bxc3 Wxc3+ 13 Ad2) 12 <S*2 c4 

13 bxc4 bxc4 14 e5 &g4 15 d4 cxb2 
16 &xb2 Wa5+ 17 Wd2 Wxd2+ 18 
&xd2 <7ixf2 19 fihfl £*4+ 20 &e3 
&b7 21 Bf4? (21 Sabi! would have 
been good for White) 21 ...c3 22 .&a3 
&d2 23 iic5 g5 24 Sg4 h6 25 Scl 
Sc8 26 .&xa7? (26 h4 would have 
offered good drawing chances) 

26.. .f5! 27 exf6 &f7 (Black has a 
very dangerous attack now that 
White’s bishop cannot move to e7 to 
block the open file) 28 £lc5 &xf6 29 
£:b4 She8+ 30 &d3 £*4 31 Sfl+ 
&g6 32 Bxe4 JLxe4+ 33 &xc3 


&xg2 34 fl£2 &h3 35 £id3 JUS 36 
£*4 &e4 37 &d2 h5 38 a3 h4 39 
£ia2 g4 40 £)c3 Jl(3 41 &d6 Scd8 
42 £,c5 h3 43 £*5 Ag2 0-1, 
Rochlin-Botvinnik, Leningrad 1930. 
r > 7...d6 8 h3 (recommended by 
Botvinnik) 8...c6 9 0-0 £xb3 10 
axb3 h6 11 d4 We7 12 £e2! (a very 
awkward move; the threat is c3, and 
Black is forced to take desperate 
measures in order to rescue his 
bishop) 12...Wc7 13 c3 &a5 14 dxe5 
dxe5 15 £xe5 Wxe5 16 Sxa5 Wc7 
17 Sal £xe4 18 Wd4 f5 (Black has 
avoided loss of material, but only at 
the cost of serious weaknesses on the 
black squares) 19 .&f4 Wd7 20 f3 
£f6 21 Sfel 0-0 22 Ae5 Wf7 23 
&xf6 Wxf6 24 Wxf6 Sxf6 25 £>d4 
*f7 26 b4 f4 27 Se5 a6 28 Sae 1 Sa7 
29 Se8 Sc7 30 S le5 Sd6 31 h4 Sd5 
32 Se4 Sh5 33 Sh8 Sxh4 34 See8 
&b7 35 £e6 Sd7 36 Shf8+ &g6 37 
£xf4+ tf?g5 38 Se5+ 1-0, Kimel- 
feld-Estrin, USSR 1972. 

■=> 7...d6 8 h3 a5 (better than 8...c6) 9 
a3 &xc3+ 10 bxc3 £xb3 11 cxb3 a4 
(1 l...Ab7 12 c4 bxc4 13 bxc4 h6 14 
itd2 0-0 15 g4!? was unclear in 
Kasparian-T.Petrosian, Armenian 
Ch. 1946) 12 c4 bxc4 13 bxc4 £d7 
(Black adopts an aggressive plan 
based on ...f5, but this is not justified 
by the position; simply 13...0-0 is 
equal, because after Ag5 Black can 
chase the bishop away by ...h6 and 
...g5) 14 0-0 0-0 15 Ibl f5? 
(15...£c5) 16 exf5 lxf5 17 &e3 
(Black has problems meeting the 
threat of lb4) 17...We7 18 !b4 c5 
19 lxa4 &a6 20 £d2 -7*6 21 fia5 
Wc7 (the rook’s position on a5 is a 
little strange, but Black can’t take 
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advantage of it) 22 £ie4 Uff8 23 
$)g5 5fe8 24 Wh5 g6 25 Wh4 We7 
26 Ibl Heb8 27 Wg3 Wc7 28 f4 
exf4 29 &xf4 £)d7 30 flxb8+ ^xb8 
31 iixd6 Wxa5 32 Wf2 (and mates 
in a further six moves) 1-0, 
Petkovski-Djuric, Corfu Open 1991. 



5...0-0 

Or5...d6 (certainly not 5. ..£)d4? 6 
£)xd4 exd4 7 e5 dxc3 8 bxc3 .&e7 9 
exf6 .&xf6 10 .&a3 with a crushing 
attack for White, Janowski-Tauben- 
haus, Ostend 1905) and now: 

6 £)d5 (the best reply) 6...ita5 7 
d4 &d7 8 c3 0-0 9 b4 &b6 10 &e3?! 
(10^.g5 f6 11 ^.e3 may be stronger, 
but 10 a4!? is probably best of all, 
with advantage to White) 10...exd4 
11 cxd4 £>e7 12 ^xb6 ^xb6 (Black 
will play ...d5, when White’s advan¬ 
tage is relatively slight) 13 -&g5? f6 
14 &h4 d5 15 e5 £ig6 16 Ag3 f5 
(Black is at least equal, thanks to the 
horribly placed bishop on g3) 17 
&d3 We7 18 a3 a5 19 b5 S)c4 20 
Wcl iie6 21 £)g5 f4 22 £>xe6 Wxe6 
23 &xg6 fxg3 24 £d3 gxf2+ 25 
&hl 26 Sa2 2af8 27 lc2 Wg4 
(27...Wb6! is good for Black because 


after 28 .&xc4 dxc4 29 flxc4 Wxb5 
White cannot take on c7) 28 .&xc4 
dxc4 29 lxc4 lf5 30 h3 We4 31 
lxc7 h6 32 Wc4+ &h8 33 Wc2 
Wxd4 34 e6 5eS 35 lf7 !e8 36 
Wx£2 Wxf2 37 llxf2 b6 38 lf8+ 
fixf8 39 !xf8+ &h7 40 le8 lxb5 
41 lb8 fle5 42 Sxb6 &g6 43 Sa6 
r M6 44 &h2 h5 45 a4 h4 46 &gl g5 
47 &f2 lc5 V 2 -V 2 , Podlesnik-Ku- 
preichik, Vidmar Mem. 1989. 

6 £>d5 it.c5?! (now White is 
clearly better) 7 d4 exd4 8 £)xd4 
&xd4 9 Wxd4 0-0 10 &xf6+ Wxf6 
11 Wxf6 gxf6 12 &h6 (Black has a 
miserable ending) 12...1e8 13 flfel 
a6 14 Afl &h8 15 Ad2£le7 16iic3 
£}g8 17 f4 &g7 18 le3 &f8 19 &d3 
Ad7 20 flael &b5 21 e5 (this looks 
premature) 21..JLxd3 22 Sxd3 fxe5 
23 fxe5 dxe5 24 flxe5 b6 25 lh5 h6 
26 iid2 le6 27 ld7 lc8 (27...&f6 
28 flxh6 £ixd7 29 flh8+ &e7 30 
flxa8 fle2 31 .&c3 a5 is still better 
for White because of his passed h- 
pawn, but this gives Black fair draw¬ 
ing chances) 28 flf5 le7 29 Sxe7 
&xe7 30 le5+ &f6 31 &c3 &g6 32 
le3 ld8 33 !g3+ *f5 34 lg7 &e6 
35 flh7 c5 (35...1dl+ 36 &f2 lei 
looks better) 36 &f2 b5 37 &e2 b4 
38 &d2 Sd4 39 g3 Sg4 40 &xh6 
4tf6 41 flh8 lc4 42 &dl £)g4 43 
&f4 r M5 44 b3 lc3 45 &d2 lf3 46 
lh5+ &e4 47 flh4 &f5 48 h3 £tf6 
49 fif4+ Sxf4 50 &xf4 &e4 51 &e2 
c4 52 &g5 £>d5 53 bxc4 £)c3+ 54 
&d2 &f5 55 &f4 £)xa2 56 c5 &e6 
57 c6 &c3 58 &d3 £sd5 59 &c4 
£sel 60 &c5 a5 61 c7 &d7 62 &b6 
£if5 63 &xa5 £)d4 64 &xb4 £kc2+ 
65 &c4 1-0, Tarrasch-Em.Lasker, 
World Ch. match, Munich 1908. 



r > 6 d3 a6 (a weak move losing time; 

6.. .0.0 is correct) 7 4xc6+ bxc6 8 
£se2 4.g4 9 £)g3 0-0 10 c3 4x5 11 
d4 exd4 12 cxd4 4.b6 13 4x3 fle8 
14 h3 (White is clearly better) 

14.. .4.h5 15 4^xh5 £ixh5 16 e5 (this 
is not as strong as it looks, but 16 
Wc2 £tf6 17 e5 £)d5!? is also murky 
since 18 18 Wxc6 £ixe3 19 fxe3 
dxe5 20 £)xe5 runs into 20...4xd4) 

16.. .dxe5 17 £>xe5 Wd5! (a cunning 
defensive move) 18 Wxh5 (18 Sc 1 is 
probably better, meeting the ingen¬ 
ious 18...£)g3!? by 19 flel) 18,..f6 
19 flfdl fxe5 20 dxe5 Wxe5 21 
Wxe5 Sxe5 22 Sd3 (White retains a 
small advantage, but Black has good 
drawing chances) 22...5ae8 23 flel 
Sa5 24 a3 Sd5 25 Sc3 Sb5 26 fle2 
4d4 27 Scc2 c5 28 4fl Sb3 29 
4x1 Sxe2 (or 29...fleb8 and while 
White is tied to the defence of b2 he 
will find it very hard to make pro¬ 
gress) 30 4xe2 ■447 31 4dl fld3+ 
32 4el Sb3 33 Se2 h6 (or 33...c4 
immediately) 34 4dl c4 (now the 
position is a clear draw) 35 Sc2 c3 
36 bxc3 flxc3 37 Se2 c5 38 Se4 1-0 
(presumably a loss on time), Cam- 
pora-Bex, Berne 1988. 



6 4,xc6 

^ 6 flel £)d4 (6...d6 is also play¬ 
able) 7 £>xd4 exd4 8 e5 dxc3 9 dxc3 
4c5 10 exf6 Wxf6 11 4x3 (White 
has gained the tempo flel over the 
main line of game 25, but it is doubt¬ 
ful if this is enough to change the 
fundamentally drawish nature of the 
position) ll...d6 12 4,d3 4.xe3 13 
flxe3 4.d7 14 Wh5 g6 15 Wa5 b6 16 
Wa6 d5 17 flael Wd6 18 4fl AfS 
19 Wa4 c5 20 Sdl flfd8 21 4.d3 
4xd3 22 flexd3 Se8 23 fl3d2 fle5 
24 Wg4 1 h- 1 / 2 , Van der Wiel-Van der 
Sterren, Wijk aan Zee 1988. 

6...bxc6 

For the safer 6...dxc6, see game 
33. 



7 &xe5 We8 

O 7...4.xc3 8 bxc3 £)xe4 9 flel f5 
10 O £>d6 11 d3 4if7 12&xf7Sxf7 
(of course White is slightly better, 
but the open files and opposite col¬ 
oured bishops mean that a draw is by 
far the most likely result) 13 c4 d614 
4b2 Sb8 15 4x3 4.d7 16 Wd2 c5 
17 fle2 f4 18 flael Wg5 19 4.al h6 
20 Wa5 4x6 21 4hl 4h7 22 4x3 
«Td8 23 d4 cxd4 24 4xd4 Wd7 25 
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le6 &g8 26 WaS Ibl! (the end of 
White’s winning hopes) 27 Wg6 
lxel+ 28 Ixel a5 29 h3 Wf5 30 
Wxf5 lxf5 31 le7 if7 32 lxf7 
&xf7 33 &c3 a4 34 &a5 d5 35 c5 
&e6 36 iixc7 d4 37 £xf4 &d5 38 
a3 &xc5 39 &gl &c4 40 &d2 ±e8 
41 *f2 h5 42 &e2 &g6 43 *dl A£5 
44 &b4 d3 45 c3 &c8 46 &d2 g6 47 
&e3 &d7 48 &d2 &c8 49 &e7 &d7 
50 &-g5 £c6 V 2 -V 2 , Franzoni-Barus, 
Novi Sad 01. 1990. 

8 £id3 Axc3 9 dxc3 Wxe4 10 
Sel Hi4 11 WD Aa6 12 £ie5! 

An improvement over 12 £>c5, as 
played previously. However, it is not 
surprising that White has chances of 
an advantage; Black has lost time 
with his queen and his bishop is inef¬ 
fectively posted on a6. 

12...Sae8 13 Af4 &c8? 

Not a very attractive move. 
Tseitlin gives the variation 13...fie6 
(13...Hfh5? 14 £>xd7! wins a pawn) 
14 h3 lfe8 15 le3 £id5 16 &g5! 
Wxg5 17 Wxf7+ &h8 18 Wxe6 
fixe6 19 £>f7+ i>g8 20 £>xg5 win¬ 
ning for White, but he overlooks the 
improvement 18...Wxg2+! 19 &xg2 
£>xe3+ 20 fxe3 lxe6 21 £lxd7 Sxe3 
and Black is at least equal. In view of 
this 13...fie6 is a distinctly better 
than the move played. 

14 &d3 &d5 

There is no other way to defend 
the c7 pawn. 

15 Ag3 Wc4?? 

Black blunders away the ex¬ 
change. Tseitlin analyses 15...Wa4 
(l5...Wd8 16 c4 is good for White) 
16 b3 ttxel+ 17 fixel Wxa2 18 c4 
(18...£ib6 19 &xc7 Wxc2 20 
iid6 Sd8 21 We3 h6 22 We7 wins 


for White) 19 &h4 Wxc2 (19...1e8 
20 &xf6 Hxel+ 21 £)xel gxf6 22 
Wxf6 is excellent for White) 20 
&xf6 gxf6 21 Wg4+ &h8 22 Wd4 
tf?g7 23 h3, intending He3-g3, as 
very good for White. However, 
23...d6 24 fie3 .&f5 seems to offer 
defensive chances. Moreover, Black 
can improve on the game continu¬ 
ation by 15...fixel+ 16 fixel Wc4 
(so that 17 &e5 Wxa2 18 £>xf7?? 
loses to 18...£>e7!), when White may 
be slightly better but he has nothing 
clear-cut. 

16 Sxe8 Sxe8 17 £te5 Sxe5 18 
Axe5 d619 Ad4 £ie7 20 b3 We6 21 
We31-0 


_ Game 33 

Martorelli-Antunes 
Reggio Emilia B 1986 


1 e4 e5 2 £)D £)c6 3 £ic3 £)fl> 4 
&bS Ab4 5 0-0 0-0 6 i.xc6 dxc6 



7d3 

Or 7 £lxe5 (this line is exception¬ 
ally boring) 7...fle8 (7...^-xc3 8 




dxc3 5'ixe4 9 Af4 W6 10 Wf3 5)d6 a4 iLc6 30 *f2 a5 31 g3 &e6 32 

11 Ifel iLe6 12 £>d3 Sfe8 13 Wg3 &e2 &f5 33 £>f2 h4 34 £>d3 hxg3 35 

£rf5 14 lfg5 WxgS 15 .&xg5 b6 16 hxg3 '^6 V 2 - 1 / 2 , Maroczy-Rubin- 
&f4 2ac8 17 a4 f6 18 h3 c5 19 a5 g5 stein, Vienna 1922. 

was completely equal in Istratescu- 10 .&f4 .&f5 11 lei lfd7 12 O 

Stefansson, Manila 01. 1992, al- 5tf6 13 Wd2 V 2 -V 2 , Tal-I.Sokolov, 
though White lost in the end) 8 £)d3 Barcelona 1992. 
with two possibilities: 2) 8.. ,^.a5 (a rather risky method 

1) 8.. Jkxc3 9 dxc3 4ixe4 (the saf- of playing for the win) 



9f3£h5 10&e2f5 ll£tf2Ab6 12 
O 10 IfO 4M6 11 £.f4 lff6 12 Ifel d4 fxe4 13 fxe4 c5 14 c3 cxd4 15 

&f5 13 lxe8+ lxe8 14 lei lxel+ cxd4 iLe6 16 Wd3 Wd7 (objectively 

15 £ixel (so-called "grandmaster" Black doesn’t have enough compen- 

draws are certainly not a modem in- sation for the pawn) 17 -&e3 £)f6 18 

novation) lS.-Wef) 16 Hfe3 Hfxe3 17 ?¥4 (if White wants to hold on to the 

•&xe3 b6 18 f3 < £f8 19 b3 &e7 20 pawn, then 18 5V:3 is the safest 

<&f2f621 &e2 &d7 22 &d2 &e7 23 method) 18...^.f7 19 lael Wa4 20 

&e2 &d7 24 &d2 &e7 25 &e2 &d7 d5 £xe3 21 !xe3 Wxa2 22 ^dl?! 

26 4rd2 < 4’e7 V 2 -V 2 , Kmoch-Konig, (having returned the pawn to deflect 

Vienna 1922. Black’s queen, it would have been 

10 .&f4 4ld6 11 lei lxel+ 12 more logical to play for the attack by 

Ifxel Ms 13 b3 Wf6 14 lfe5 lfxe5 22 Wd4! followed by lg3, with dan- 

15 .&xe5 le8 16£.xd6cxd6 17 lei gerous threats) 22...1e5?! (a risky 

2xel+ 18 £ixel (it is curious that move, because the rook is not a good 

this equally tedious example is from blockader; 22...1ad8 is better) 23 

the same tournament) 18...d5 19&fl &c3 Wxb2 24 Ibl lfa3 25 Wd4 

<&f8 20 &e2 &e7 21 &d2 &d6 22 lae8 26 lxb7?? (horrible; 26 £id3! 

£ld3 g5 23 O h5 24 £ib2 c5 25 c4 d4 l5e7 27 lxb7 looks good for White 

26 &d3 b6 27 a3 f6 28 &e2 &d7 29 because the trick 27...1fal+ 28 flbl 
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2xe4 fails to 29 fixe4 fixe4 30 
Wc5!) 26...1fcl+ 27 *f2 5)g4+ 28 
*f3 £>xh2+ 29 &g3 £>fl+ 30 *f2 
$)xe3 31 Wxe3 lfc2+ 32 *gl h6 33 
fixc7 Bxe4 34 5'ixe4 Wxc7 35 WO 
We5 36 £>f2 Wel+ 37 4%2 fie3 0-1, 
Von Gottschall-Rubinstein, Han¬ 


nover 1926. 



7...&d7 

It is not surprising that Black has a 
wide range of possibilities in this po¬ 
sition. He can exchange on c3 to pre¬ 
vent White’s typical manoeuvre 
$)c2-g3, he can pin the knight with 
,...&g4, or he can simply defend the 
e5 pawn. Here are some practical ex¬ 
amples: 

O 7...&XC3 8 bxc3 &g4 9 h3 Axf3 
10 Wxf3 (this structure often arises 
after 7 d3; it is very slightly better for 
White because he has chances to be¬ 
comes active with f4, coupled with 
c4 and -&b2 to exert pressure on the 
long diagonal; the problem is that af¬ 
ter the exchange of pawns on f4, 
Black’s knight settles on e5 and 
White finds it very hard to make pro¬ 
gress) 10...c5 (possibly designed to 
prevent d4, as played in Paulsen- 


Bier below) 11 c4 b6 12 &b2 £>d7 

13 Hfg3 f6 (Black is trying to wall up 
White’s bishop) 14 f4 We7 15 2f3 
exf4 16 fixf4 4ie5 (this is the prob¬ 
lem mentioned above; the knight on 
e5 cannot be dislodged) 17 flafl 
Wd6 18 Hf5? (after 18 Bxf6 Ixf6 19 
Bxf6 Sxf6 20 .&xe5 followed by 
.&xc7 White has no advantage be¬ 
cause he only obtains one passed 
pawn, which is easily blockaded on 
e6; the quiet 18 Wf2 was better) 
18...5ixc4 (Black makes off with a 
pawn and eventually the game) 19 e5 
£)xe5 20 .&xe5 fxe5 21 Wxe5 Wxe5 
22 flxe5 flxfl+ 23 *xfl *f7 24 
Bh5 h6 25 &e2 Be8+ 26 &d2 &e6 
27 lh4 Bf8 28 Se4+ &d6 29 Bg4 g5 
30 g3 Sf5 31 h4 b5 32 &c3 &e6 33 
a4 c6 34 hxg5 hxg5 35 &b2 Bd5 36 
axb5 cxb5 37 c4 bxc4 38 Bxc4 2xd3 
39 flxc5 Bxg3 40 fla5 &f6 41 &c2 
2e3 42 Sxa7 &f5 43 &d2 Se8 44 
flf7+ &g4 45 Bg7 &f4 46 117+ 
&g3 47 Sg7 g4 48 2g6 *f3 49 
Sf6+ &g3 50 Bg6 Be4 51 &d3 *f3 
52 flg8 Sf4 53 flg7 g3 0-1, 
Wittmann-Wijesuriya, Dubai 01. 
1986. 

7> 7...&xc3 8 bxc3 &g4 9 h3 £.xf3 
10 IfxO 4id7 (Black doesn’t try to 
stop d4) 11 d4 (an interesting but 
risky decision; the c4 square is se¬ 
verely weakened, but White avoids 
the type of blockade Black set up in 
the previous example) ll...Se8 12 
.&b2 #h4 13 flael (the correct rook, 
because White plans f4) 13...Sad8 

14 1fe3 4ib6 15 Acl &c4 16 lfd3 
b5 17 f4 (both sides have got what 
they wanted; Black’s knight is 
firmly rooted on c4, while White has 
played f4) 17...f6 18 &h2 Wh5?! 
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(18...c5! looks fine for Black) 19 
fxe5 5}xe5? (and this is terrible; 

19.. .fxe5 was compulsory) 20 Mg3 
(effectively finishing the game, be¬ 
cause Black’s queenside collapses) 

20.. .^d7 21 Mxc7 Wf7 22 Hxc6 
#xa2 23 Wxb5 Mxc2 24 Hc4+ <&h8 
25 fle2 'tbl 26 flfel Wb8+ 27 &hl 
Bc8 28 Md3 #b3 29 Ad2 Ib8 30 
M&6 ffi)7 31 Hc6 h6 32 c4 Ieb8 33 
c5 %3 34 iU5 £>f8 35 Hd6 Ha3 36 
&c7 flc8 37 c6 Bb4 38 d5 Wa4 39 
&d8 £>g6 40 c7 Bc4 41 #e6 2a8 42 
Wf5 MeS 43 d6 Bd4 44 ffl>2 Bxd6 
45 Bb8 1-0, Paulsen-Bier, Leipzig 
1879. 

7...Axc3 8 bxc3 le8 9 £>d2 £>d7 
10 53c4 £)b6?! (chasing White’s 
knight to a better square, while 
Black’s knight has no fiiture on b6; 

10.. .5.f8 was better) 11 £>e3 lfd6 12 
Wf3 Wg6 13 &hl h5? (very bad) 14 
iLd2 Bf8 15 Bael iLe6 16 c4 4&d7 
17 &c3 Bad8 18 Me2 f6 19 f4 exf4 
20 Sxf4 lfg5 21 Sefl 5)e5 22 £tfi5 
Bfe8 23 &xe5 fxe5 24 140 h4 25 
Wf2 Axf5 26 lxf5 Wh6 27 h3 (I 
can’t see anything wrong with taking 
the pawn on a7, although the move 
played should also win) 27...b6 28 
lf7 c5 29 Sxc7 Bf8 30 If7 Md6 31 
&h2 lde8 32 lxf8+ lxf8 33 
MxB+ Wxf8 34 lxf8+ &xf8 35 g3 
hxg3+ 36 &xg3 *f7 37 &g4 &f6 38 
h4 g6 39 h5 gxh5+ 40 &xh5 &e6 41 
a4 *f7 42 &g5 &e6 43 &g6 1-0, 
Har Zvi-M.Ginzburg, World Junior 
Ch„ Duisburg 1992. 

O 7..Mel 8 Me2 le8 9 h3 g6 (the 
plan of Me 2 and h3 is too slow to be 
dangerous for Black, but Ca- 
pablanca gradually outplays his un¬ 
known opponent) 10 Me3 4ih5 11 


£>e2 &c5 12 Mh6 f6 13 g4 ^g7 14 
&g2 MU 15 <?',h2 Af8 16 lfe3 g5 17 
£>g3 £>e6 18 MB c5 19 b3 Ad7 20 
h4 gxh4 21 5tf5 $)g5 22 Me2 AxfS 
23 gxf5 &h8 24 Mg4 Mg7 25 *hl 
Mh6 26 ttgl (26 £>f3 Ae7 27 ^.xg5 
fxg5 28 5ixe5 would have regained 
the pawn, but 28...®g7 followed by 
..J&.f6 offers some coimterplay) 

26....&e7 27 f4 (the start of a faulty 
plan; 27 & f3 Bg8 28 £xg5 fxg5 29 
£>xe5 Mg 7 30 &c4 £.f6 31 Safi was 
better, with f4 to come, when White 
still has the advantage) 27...exf4 28 
&b2? (28 Axf4) 28...Bg8 29 #xf4 
4ih3! (White must have missed this 
move) 30 Bxg8+ fixg8 31 Wfl 
(loses at once, but even 31 ®f3 Bg3 
32 Mel Wh5 33 Md2 Mg5l is win¬ 
ning for Black) 31...#e3 0-1, Ca- 
pablanca-Jaffe, New York 1913. 

O 7...Ag4 8 h3 ^.h5 9 Me2 £>d7 10 
^dl Be8 11 ^e3 f6 12 £rf5 £.f8 13 
&e3 4ic5 14 ^g3 Af7 15 Bfdl 
(White has played too slowly and al¬ 
lowed Black to equalise; once 
Black’s knight has reached e6, 
White’s f4 plan is much less promis¬ 
ing) 15...1fc8 16 &xc5 &xc5 17 d4 
exd4 18 5'ixd4 &f8 19 MB c5 20 
&b5 a6 21 £>c3 Me6 22 £>f5 &g6 23 
a4 lad8 24 lff4 &xf5 25 #xf5 
#xf5 26 exf5 Sd4 27 *f 1 Be5 28 g4 
g6 29 fxg6 hxg6 30 5te2 Ixdl+ 
V 2 -V 2 , Tarrasch-Rubinstein, Vienna 
1922. 

7...Be8 8 5ie2 ^.g4 9 £>g3 £ih5 
10 h3 5ixg3 11 fxg3 Ad7 12 Me2 
AfS 13 ±e3 b6 14 g4 h6 15 Mf2 
(White is slightly better and 15 g5 is 
promising) 15...f6 (now Black has 
some sort of blockade) 16 £M i4 ^7 
17 Mg3 c5 18 Bf2 Ae6 19 b3 a5 20 
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a4 g 6 21 5)f3 £g7 22 Safi Wd7 23 
g5!? hxg5 24 &xg5 Bh8 (24...fxg5 
25 5)xg5+ &g8 26 tth4 Af8 27 Sf7 
wins) 25 &e3 #e7 26 5)h4 Af7 27 
l.g5!? fxg5 28 Sxf7 gxh4 29 #g4 
We8 (29...1fd8? 30 Sd7 followed by 
BfF7) 30 Blf6 & g 8 31 Hxg6 Bh7 32 
g3 'i'hS?! (taking on g3 is unclear) 
33 Be6 lfg8 34 Bxc7 Bf8? (now 
Black should definitely have taken 
on g3) 35 g4 BO 36 &g2? (36 Be8! 
Bf8 37 Bcc8 Bh6 38 Bxf8 Axf8 39 
#f5 &g 740 lfxe5+ is very good for 
White) SO-.-WfE (forcing the draw) 
37 Be8 Bf2+ 38 sfegl Hfl+ V 2 -V 2 , 
Wittmann-Arlandi, Aosta Team 
1988. 



8 5)g5 

O 8 5)e2 ±d6 9 5)g3 5)c5 10 &e3 
Be8 11 5)xe5!? ±xe5 12 &xc5 
&xb2 13 Ibl iLd4 14 &xd4 lfxd4 
15 *hl c5 16 f4 b6 17 f5 f6 18 Bf4 
.&d7 19 1115 (the position is very 
unclear; White has kingside attack¬ 
ing chances, but if he fails to break 
through he will suffer on the queen- 
side) 19...1e7 20 Bh4 h6 21 HO 
&e8 22 5)e2 We5 23 lg4 &h7 24 
Bfl Af7 25 BO (25 c3 and only then 


BO looks better) 25...!fal+ 26 5)gl 
Hcl 27 Bg3 Bg8 28 h3 Wg5 (a safe 
move; in fact I don’t see any refuta¬ 
tion of 28...1xc2, because 29 lf4 
threatening Bxg7+ may be met by 
29...£.e8, but I certainly understand 
why Black didn’t like to risk it) 29 
lxg5 fxg5 30 Sxg5 £.xa2 (the out¬ 
side a-pawn is a trump card) 31 5)0 
Bf8 32 e5 &g8 33 Bxh6 Bxf5 34 
Sg4 iLd5 35 5)h4 Sfl+ 36 &h2 
Bxe5 37 5)g6 gxh6 38 5)xe5+ &h7 
39 c4 Bf5 40 5)g6 Bg5 41 Bxg5 
hxg5 42 5)e5 iLb7 43 5)g4 a5 44 
5)e3 a4 45 5)c2 &c8 46 g4 &d7 47 
&g3 ^.e8 48 *f3 .%6 49 &e3 &g7 
50 5)a3 *f6 51 5)b5 &e5 52 5)a3 
•&e8 0-1, Lugo-G.Garcia, Capa- 
blanca Mem-B 1992. 

The move 8 5)g5 adopted in the 
main Une is distinctly odd; White in¬ 
tends f4, but he never manages to 
play it! 

8...&d6 9 5)e 2 5)c 510 &hl f611 
5)0 5)e6 (reaching a normal posi¬ 
tion, but with White having lost 
time) 12 Bgl c5 13 i.e3 &d7 14 
5)d2 b5 15 O 5)d4 (it would have 
been better to develop the other 
pieces first) 16 g4 ^.e617 5)g3 <&h8 
18 Bg2 Bf719 c3 5)c6 20 Ugl ±e7 
21 5)b3 c4 22 dxc4 ±xc4 23 Sdl 
lfe8 24 ±c5 5)d8 25 Bgd2 g6 26 
5)a5 (now White has some advan¬ 
tage) 26..Ae6 27 Axe7 #xe7 28 b4 
Bf8 29 a3 a6 30 #e3 5)17 31 5)c6 
#e8 32 WcS 5)d6 33 5)0?? (White 
overlooks the threat) 33...5)b7 34 
®e3 lfxc6 (Black is a piece up for 
nothing) 35 Wh6 WeS 36 5)e3 #e7 
37 5)d5 i.xd5 38 Bxd5 Bad8?? (af¬ 
ter 38...5)d6 White can resign) 39 
Sd7 1-0?? 
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Black’s resignation was a further 
serious error because he is winning 
in the final position! The reason is 
that after 39...Wf7! 40 Sld5 (40 
5xf7 flxdl+ 41 &g2 Sxf7 is hope¬ 
less) 40...Wg8! (not 40...Sxd7 41 
Ixd7 Wg8 42 Hxh7+ drawing) 41 
Bxc7 Hf7 Black retains the piece. 


Game 34 


Perlis-Alekhine 
Carlsbad 1911 

1 e4 e5 2 4&f3 &c6 3 £k3 4 

&b5 &b4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 <&d4 
Or 6....&xc3 (the immediate 6...d5 
was good for White after 7 £)xd5 
£>xd5 8 exd5 Wxd5 9 &c4 Wd6 10 
c3 ii.c5 11 b4 jk,b6 12 a4 in Sterk- 
Marshall, Pistyan 1912; White fin¬ 
ished efficiently by 12...a5 13 b5 
£ie7 14 4}g5 Wg6 15 We2 Af5 16 
g4h6 17 gxf5 18 ^?hl hxg5 19 
figl g4 20 &a3 21 ^.xf8 Sxf8 

22 Bg2 Be8 23 O Wg5 24 fiel We7 
25 fxg4 Wa3 26 g5 W5 27 g6 Be7 
28 Wh5 &h6 29 Wxh6 1-0) 7 bxc3 
d5 (this line was once played by 


some of the world’s leading players, 
so it should not be dismissed lightly) 
and now: 



O 8 exd5 Wxd5 (8...&xd5 9 £xc6 
bxc6 10 £>xe5 ^xc3 11 Wd2 &d5 

12 c4 is good for White) 9 c4 Wd6 10 
&xc6 bxc6 11 ±b2 Ie8 12 «M2 (12 
Bel .&g4 is perhaps slightly better 
for White, but 12 Wei! is best of all 
because 12...A.g4 13 £ke5 £id7 14 
f4 f6 15 Wg3 is good for White, 
Kom-Frydman, corr. 1938) 12,..Bb8 

13 &c3 £.£5 14 O Bbd8 15 Wei 
^d5 16 <Sie4 Axe4 17 fxe4 <S¥4 18 
g3 $)e6 19 Wf2 f6 20 Sfbl?! (White 
should have played 20 Wxa7 Ba8 21 
Wf2 Sa4 22 a3, when 22...Bxa3 
loses to 23 c5, while after 22...1ea8 
23 Ab2 Black still has to justify his 
pawn offer) 20...a6 21 Bb3 Bb8 22 
labl Sxb3 23 axb3 (White has 
some advantage, but it is very hard to 
exploit Black’s pawn weaknesses) 
23...C5 24 Sal 5)g5 25 We3 Sf8 26 
SaS &e6 27 Wf2 Wc6 28 We3 h6 29 
Wei <S)g5 30 We3 &e6 31 Sal £>g5 
32 If 1 Ia8 33 Sal &e6 34 Wf2 Bf8 
35 Sfl Wd6 36 We3 Wd7 37 Wf2 
Ba8 38 Sal Wc6 39 Ad2 Bf8 40 
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&e3 Wd6 41 Ba5 ^d4 42 Axd4 
cxd4 V 2 -V 2 , Gunsberg-Marshall, 
St.Petersburg 1914. 

> 8 exd5 #xdS 9 £c4 #a5 10 Sbl 
a6 11 lei b6 12 We2 &g4 13 £b2? 
(13 ^Lg5!? is better, when 13...e4 14 
.&xf6 exf3 15 #e4! is favourable for 
White, while 13...1fxc3 14 &xf6 
gxf6 15 Wle4 &d7 16 Wh4 offers 
good play for the pawn) 13...fife8 14 
mi k.xfi 15 gxf3 53e7 (now Black 
is clearly better, but somehow 
Lasker wriggles out) 16 'ibl &g6 
17 Wh3 #c5 18 Be3 b5 19 ±b3 
£>d5 20 ±xd5 Wxd5 21 flal Se6 22 
a4 Bae8 23 #f5 flf6 24 #e4 #d8 25 
axb5 axb5 26 d4 Bfe6 27 c4 exd4 28 
Wxd4 Wxd4 29 iLxd4 2xe3 30 fxe3 
bxc4 31 &g2 5tf8 32 Sa4 £>e6 33 
Bxc4 5'ixd4 V 2 -V 2 , Em.Lasker-Reti, 
Moscow 1925. 

O 8 .&xc6 bxc6 9 £ixe5 



9...1fd6 10 Af4 Be8 11 Wifi (Keres 
gives 11 exd5 Bxe5 12 d4 Bel 13 
.&xd6 B.xdl 14 Bfxdl cxd6 15 dxc6 
Ae6 16 Babl Bc8 17 Bb7 with the 
better prospects for White) 11 ...dxe4 
12 dxe4 Bxe5 13 Bfdl &g4 14 
Wfgi? (a blunder; 14 Bxd6 &xf3 15 


Bxf6 gxf6 16 .&xe5 fxe5 17 gxB 
Bb8 is a draw) 14,.Jkxdl 15 £.xe5 
Wd2! (winning a piece because of 
the mate threat on el) 16 f3 £)h5 17 
Wff2 Wfx f2+ 18 &xf2 Axc2 19 Scl 
£a4 20 Axc7 fic8 21 2bl iLb5 22 
Bdl <&f8 23 AeS &e7 24 a4 iLc4 25 
Bd4 Ae6 26 Bb4 iLd7 27 Bb7 Ba8 
28 &e3 &f6 29 a5 &e8 30 Ad4 a6 
31 f4 c5 32 &xf6 gxf6 33 Bb6 &e7 
34 f5 Ab5 35 g4 2d8 36 &f4 Idl 37 
h4 h6 38 Bb7+ < £f8 39 Bc7 c4 40 g5 
hxg5+ 41 hxg5 2fl+ 42 &g4 Bgl+ 
43 &f4 fxg5+ 44 &e5 lei 45 &f6 
lxe4 46 Sxf7+ ^Pe8 47 Bg7 g4 48 
Bg5 iLc6 49 &g7 ±d5 50 Ig6 Be7+ 
51 &h6 Ae4 52 Bxg4 &xf5 53 Bxc4 
Be5 54 &g5 ii.d3+ 55 &f4 Bf5+ 56 
&g4 Bxa5 57 Bd4 iLb5 58 &f4 Ba3 
59 &e5 iLd7 60 c4&d8 61 Bd2 &c7 
62 &d4 a5 63 Bd3 Sal 64 &c3 
Bcl+ 65 &b2 Bhl 66 ld5 a4 67 
Sd2 ±c6 68 &a2 &b6 69 Bb2+ 
&c5 70 Ibl Sh3 71 Igl &xc4 72 
Bcl+ &b5 73 Bbl+ &c5 74 Icl+ 
&d6 75 ldl+ iLd5+ 76 &b2 a3+ 77 
&al &c5 78 lcl+ Ac4 79Igl Bh2 
80 Bg5+ &b4 81 lg 1 Ba2+ 82 &bl 
Bd2 0-1, Capablanca-Tarrasch, 
St.Petersburg 1914. 
t> 8 ^.xc6 bxc6 9 £ixe5 dxe4 10 
dxe4 We7 (very risky; objectively 
lO.-.tfxdl 11 Bxdl 5'ixe4 was the 
right course, but Marshall was prob¬ 
ably playing for a win) 11 -&f4 5'txe4 
12 lfd4 ±f5 13 Bfel c5 14 lfc4 
4ki6 15 lfxc5 Wff6 16 £g3? (White 
has a clear advantage and after 16 
£ic6 Black would be in trouble be¬ 
cause 16..Jbcc2 loses his queen to 
17 Ag5) 16...Hfe8 17 Wfc6 &e4 18 
Hfxf6 (White has thrown away most 
of his advantage but it is incredible 
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that he succeeds in losing) 18...gxf6 
19 4kI3 4>xc3 20 Axel 4ie2+ 21 
<&fl 4ld4 22 Ixe8+ Bxe8 23 <4b4 
(23 Bdl 4ixc2 24 4ic5 is a draw) 

23.. .Bc8 24 £td5 &g7 25 c3?? (25 
Bdl still draws) 25...&d3+ 26 *gl 
4ie2+ 27 ^hl .&c4 (a typical Mar¬ 
shall swindle) 28 &b6 ^.xd5 29 
&xa7 Sxc3 30 a4 4tf4 31 O 2c2 32 
Bgl *f8 33 Bdl Ac6 34 iLd4 &g7 
35 a5 4ixg2 0-1, Bohatirchuk-Mar- 
shall, Moscow 1925. 

y 8 Axc6 bxc6 9 4ixe5 .&xc3 10 
bxc3 dxe4 10 -&a3 (this gives White 
some advantage) 10...Se8 11 4ixc6 
mi 12 4id4 4id5 13 #d2 iLb7 
(White has an extra pawn, but the 
opposite-coloured bishops and 
Black’s active pieces make it hard to 
convert into a win) 14 Bel Wg4 15 
dxe4 Bxe4 16 O Wf4 17 #f2 (17 
Wxf4 is more promising) 17...Bxel+ 
18 Bxel 4ixc3 19 Acl Hd6 20 4tf5 
Wf6? (20..,*b4) 21 Wxa7! Wb6+ 22 
Wxb6 cxb6 23 Ab2 4)xa2 24 &xg7 
(White is winning because he has an 
extra pawn and threats against 
Black’s king; it takes several mis¬ 
takes for White to ruin his position) 

24.. .4.b4 25 c3? (a weak move, 
which blocks the long diagonal and 
so prevents White’s rook leaving the 
first rank; after 25 c4 4id3 26 Be3 
*hc5 21 &d4 Black is lost) 25...4id3 
26 Bdl Ba5! 27 g4 (27 4te3 would 
have offered good winning chances) 

27.. .Ac8 28 iLh6 (28 4id6 was also 
very promising) 28...ibcf5 29 gxf5 
Bd5 30 Bal? (White misses his last 
chance with 30 4rfl!, when Black is 
still in trouble) 30...Ba5?! 31 Bdl 
Bd5 32 Bal? f6! (now Black should 
draw) 33 Ba7 <Sie5 34 Bg7+ &h8 35 


Be7 &g8 36 *f2 Bd7 37 Be6 *f7 
38 Bxb6 Bd3 39 Bb7+ &e8 40 iLe3 
Bxc3 41 Bxh7 Bc2+ 42 &g3 Ic3 43 
*f2 Ic2+ 44 &g3 Bc3 45 *f2 
Bc2+ V 2 -V 2 , Cohn-Marshall, Carlsbad 
1911. 

7 4ixd4 exd4 8 4ie2 



O 9 exd5 Wfxd5 10 Ac4 Wfd8 11 h3 
Be8 12 iLd2 Axd2 13 #xd2 Ae6 
(with equality) 14 .&b3 Wd6 15 Bfel 
Be7?! (15...c5 is safer) 16 Wf4! Bd8 
17 #xd6 Bxd6 18 4rf4 (now White 
has an edge) 18...^fB 19 4txe6+ 
fxe6 20 Be2 <4d7 21 Bael 4>c5 22 
itc4 b5? (a panicky move which 
leads to the loss of a pawn; 22...'&f7 
was a better defence) 23 iLxb5 Bb6 
24 a4 a6 25 b4! (with a winning posi¬ 
tion for White) 25...£fl>7 26 iLc4 
Bxb4 27 Sxe6 Bxe6 28 Bxe6 4ic5 
29 Bc6 4ixa4 30 Sxc7 a5 31 Bf7+ 
&e8 32 Sxg7 4ib6 33 Bxh7 a4 34 
Ba7 Bb2 35 Ae6 Bxc2 36 f4 Bd2 37 
f5 Sxd3 38 Bb7 ldl+ 39 *f2 Bbl 
40 f6 Bb2+ 41 <£tf3 4ic4 42 Be7+ 
1-0, Maroczy-Marshall, Carlsbad 
1929. 
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& 9 e5 $\g4 10 c3 (this gives White a 
clear advantage, much as in the main 
line) 10...dxc3 11 bxc3 Aa5 12 d4 
Wh4 13 Af4^h6 14 Wd2 f6 15 Ad3 
<5¥5 16 exf6 #xf6 17 Ae5 #f7 18 f4 
<ad6 19 £5! <?'ic4 20 Axc4 dxc4 21 
£ig3 c5 22 f6 g6 23 d5 Sd8 24 d6 
tte8 25 #f4 Ad7 26 flael Ac6 27 
«h6 flad8 28 5¥5! gxf5 29 Bxf5 
&h8 30 lg5 Hg8 31 Sg7 flxg7 32 
fxg7+ &g8 33 Bfl «xfl+ 34 *xfl 
tte8 35 Wf4 b5 36 g4 iLd7 37 g5 
Ae6 38 Af6 &d7 39 &e7 &xg7 40 
Wf6+ &g8 41 g6 &h3+ 42 *f2 1-0, 
Campora-Acosta, Argentinian Ch. 
1987. 

9 JLa4 d5 10 e5 £lg4 11 c3 dxc3 
12 bxc3 AaS 13 d4 Wh4 14 h3 (14 
iLf4 was also possible, as in Cam- 
pora-Acosta above) 14...4ih6 15 
ilc2 AS 16 Sbl b5 (16...flab8 is 
bad after 17 Aa3 followed by Ad6) 
17 AxB 4ixf5 18 lfd3 We 4 (the 
ending is worse for Black, but if the 
knight moves then White can start a 
kingside pawn advance) 19 Wxe4 
dxe4 20 £3 ex£3 21 Bxf3 £ie7 22 
Aa3 Sfe8 (after 22...2ae8 23 53g3 
Black can hardly free himself be¬ 
cause 23...f6 is met by 24 Bbfl) 23 
Sbfl f6 (23...£>d5 24 Sxf7 ^xc3 25 
5ixc3 &xc3 26 &c5 is also very 
good for White, for example 
26...Iad8 27 e6! &xd4+ 28 &xd4 
Bxd4 29 e7 and wins) 24 exf6 gxf6 

25 £if4 (not 25 Bxf6 4id5, but now 

26 £>h5 is threatened) 25...&15 26 
&xd5 cxd5 27 Ac5 lac8 28 2xf6 
&xc3 29 S6R Se2 30 Sg5+ &h8 31 
Sxd5 Bxa2 32 &d6 Sal (Black is 
forced to head for the exchange of 
rooks or else he will be mated) 33 
AeS+ &g8 34 Sxal Axal 35 Sxb5 


(White’s extra pawn and more active 
pieces make the technical task rela¬ 
tively easy) 35...2c4 36 Sd5 a5 37 
a4 38 &e3 a3 39 Sa5 Ab2 40 
&e4 Bc2 41 g4 Sf2 42 h4 *f7 43 h5 
h6 44 $d5 Acl 45 Ba7+ &g8 46 
&e6 Abl 47 Sg7+ &f8 48 Sh7 
&e8 49 Sa7 1-0 


Game 35 


Janowski-Vidmar 
Carlsbad 1907 


1 e4 e5 2 £>f3 5¥6 3 4ic3 4ic6 4 
AbS Ab4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 Axc3 7 
bxc3 d6 8 Bel 



We are devoting some time to 8 
Bel, even though there are no recent 
games. The reason is that this more 
or less forgotten move is a logical at¬ 
tempt to exploit Black’s early ex¬ 
change on c3 by missing out &g5. In 
the Metger unpin, for example, the 
bishop usually returns to cl after 
...4id8-e6, so unless Black can come 
up with a radically different plan 
White will save time. Theory gives 
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8...£ie7 as the best reply, which is 
probably correct, but even this 
doesn’t guarantee equality. 

8...#e7 

& 8...£>e7 9 d4 &d7 10 flbl c6 11 
iLfl # C 7 12 &g5 $)g6 13 Hd2 
(even the simple 13 -&xf6 gxf6 14 
®d2 should be slightly better for 
White) 13 Wd2 £>h5 14 54i4 Iae8 
(ECO assesses this position as equal, 
but I believe that White has an edge) 
15 £>xg6 hxg6 16 Sed 1 -&c8 17 Ae3 
ld8 18±d3b6 19 f4 exf4 20 &xf4 
&xf4 21 #xf4 #d7 22 flfl a prefer 
22 c4) 22...1fg4 23 We3 Ide8 24 
Bf4 We6 25 ttbfl d5 (25..Mxa2 26 
c4 offers some compensation, but 
there is certainly nothing clear for 
White) 26 Wg3 Wei 27 e5 g5? (seri¬ 
ously weakening Black’s kingside) 
28 B4f2 c5 29 &f5 cxd4 30 cxd4 
&a6 31 «h3 g6 32 iLd3 il.xd3 33 
Wxd3 Wdl (Black is in big trouble) 
34 Hf6 Wg4 35 h3 We4 36 Wd2 Wh4 
37 c3 &g7 38 He3 Se7 39 Bd6 Sc7 
40 Ixd5 Sfc8 41 e6 Sxc3 42 Ixf7+ 
^8 43 Wxc3 1-0, Janowski-Sho- 
walter, Paris 1900. 

|=> 8...5'ie7 9 d4 c6 10 dxe5 (this tac¬ 
tical sequence gives White no ad¬ 
vantage; 10 -&fl is better) 10...dxe5 
11 Aa3 cxb5 12 lfxd8 Bxd8 13 
Axel Be8 14 .&d6 (once Black 
has played ...f6, freeing the knight, 
he will be able to continue his devel¬ 
opment) 15 fiedl f6 16 Babl a6 17 
&d2 4^b6 18 c4 ®a4! 19 lei Bd8 
20 c5 £ixc5 21 Axc5 Ixd2 22 Bb2 
Ae6 23 Ae3 Bd7 (the position is 
probably lost for White and Ca- 
pablanca needs all his endgame skill 
to escape) 24 O Bc8 25 Bel Bc3 26 
*f2 ldc7 27 &d2 Ba3 28 flal lc4 


29 &b4 Ba4 30 Ad2 f5? (Black 
should only play a move like this if 
he cannot make further progress on 
the queenside, but the obvious plan 
of ...b4 followed by ...a5 and ...Ba3 
was available, pinning down the 
weaknesses on a2 and c2) 31 exf5 
&xf5 32 c3 e4 33 fxe4 Axe4 34 a3 
&c6 35 Bb4 Bc5 36 Ixa4 bxa4 37 
Ibl Sf5+ 38 &gl Bd5 39 Bb2 Bd3 
40 &f2 .&d5? (Black makes no seri¬ 
ous attempt to win, even though the 
position is still very favourable for 
him) 41 Ael <if7 42 2d2 Bxd2+ 43 
Axd2 &e6 44 g3 Aa2 45 A(4 &d5 
46 &e3 & c 4 47 &d2 &b3 48 &d6 
ii-bl 49 h4 &f5 50 Af8 b5 51 &d6 
a5 52 AfS g6 53 Ael b4 54 cxb4 
'i'xaS 55 bxa5+ &b3 56 a6 &C4 
V 2 -V 2 , Capablanca-Marshall, match, 
USA 1909. 

O 8...^.d7 9 d4 5ixd4 (this liquida¬ 
tion leaves White with a central su¬ 
periority) 10 5ixd4 exd4 11 .&xd7 
Wxdl 12 cxd4 Bfe8 13 O d5 14 e5 
We6 15 Bbl b6 16 Bfl 5id7 17 f4 f5 
18 Wf3 (theoretically White has a 
bad bishop, but on the a3-f8 diagonal 
it is far from bad, preventing Black’s 
rooks reaching the f-file and thereby 
supporting an eventual g4) 18...a6 
(the threat was 19 c4 c6 20 cxd5 
cxd5 21 Bb5) 19 .&a3 b5 (preventing 
c4, but dooming Black to eternal 
passivity) 20 'A’hl ^8 21 Bgl Bg8 
22 Bbfl a5 23 g4 g6 24 c3 Bab8 25 
Bg2 b4 (panic, but otherwise Black 
can only wait for the axe to fall) 26 
cxb4 axb4 27 gxf5 gxf5 (or 
27...®xf5 28 ^.cl, followed by Bg5 
andf5) 28 Ixg8+ lfxg8 29 Bgl WU 

30 Acl Bb6 31 iLd2 Ba6 32 iLxb4 
Sxa2 33 Wg3 (threat e6) 33...4tf8 34 
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Ae7 £>g6 35 Af6+ &g8 36 h4 &f8 
37 Wb3 fla8 38 Wb4+ 1-0, Tarrasch- 
Schlechter, Vienna 1898. 



9d4 

d> 9 We2 £)d8 (if Black plays the 
Metger unpin when the bishop is not 
on g5 then White simply gains time 
over normal lines) 10 d4 c5 11 -&d3 
&h8 12h3^g8 13 Ab2 (a very odd 
move, because b2 is obviously not 
the right square for the bishop; 13 a4 
is more logical) 13...£ie6 14g3f6 15 
&g2 £.d7 16 d5 S’igS 17 £>xg5 fxg5 
18 ^.cl If7 19 &e3 Baf8 (Black is 
at least equal) 20 Shi Wd8 21 c4 h6 
22 Wd2 23 Safi &h5 24 f3 lf6 
(aiming for ...Bg6 and ...5'if4+) 25 
h4? (Black has some pressure, but if 
White is careful he should be able to 
prevent a breakthrough; Alekhine 
recommended 25 Wei) 25...gxh4 26 
Bxh4 &f4+? (a complete blunder; 

26...5'ixg3! is very good for Black 
after 27 &xh6 4M1 28 &g5+ &g8 
29 &xfl lg6 30 lg4 ^.xg4! 31 
&xd8 AxO+ 32 &h2 Sxd8 or 27 
&xg3 a g 6+ 28 a g 4 axf3+ 29 axf3 
^.xg4 30 flfl ii.d7+! 31 ^ Wh4) 
27 ikxf4 exf4 28 fixf4 (White is a 


clear pawn up) 28...g5 29 Sxf6 Wxf6 
30 Wdl &g8 31 f4 gxf4 32 Bxf4 
Wg7 33 axf8+ (Alekhine correctly 
pointed out that 33 Wf3 is very good 
for White; it is surprising that White 
doesn’t even try to win this position) 

33...&xf8 34 Wf3+ &e7 35 Wf4 
Wg5 36 Ae2 Aa4 37 ii.d3 Wh5 38 
Wh4+ Wxh4 39 gxh4 <£>f6 40 &f3 
&e5 41 &e3 &d7 42 c3 &g4 43 
A c 2 Ah3 44 a3 ii.fl 45 ii.b3 a6 46 
Aa2 ii.h3 47 ii-bl Ag4 48 Ac2 Ab5 
49 A&4 Ag6 50 A c 2 Ae8 51 &dl 
&d7 52 Ac2 b6 53 &f3 Ah3 54 
ii.d3 Ac8 55 ii-bl Ad7 56 A c 2 a5 
57 iLdl Ae8 58 &e3 iLf7 59 Ae2 
Ag8 60 ii.fl ii.h7 61 Ag2 Ag6 62 
AO AH 63 Ae2 Ae8 64 iLdl Ad7 
65 Ac8 66 A e 2 Aa6 67 &e3 
V 2 -V 2 , Tylor-Vidmar, Nottingham 
1936. 



9....&,g4 

d> 9...4;d8 (27 years earlier Vidmar 
adopted the same dubious idea) 10 
.&fl c5 11 g3 Wc7 12 Ag2 Be8 13 
d5 (it can’t be bad to imprison the 
knight on d8, but White could have 
considered a preparatory move as 
Black isn’t threatening anything) 
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13.. .£3d7 14 £3h4 £3f8 15 f4?! 
(White commits himself very early; 
15 c4 is probably better because 
...£3g6 can always be met by £3f5) 

15.. .exf4 16 gxf4 #e7 17 £3f3 &g4 
18 e5 &xf3 19 &xf3 £3d7 20 e6 (20 
&g4! is good for White) 20...Wh4 
21 &d2 fxe6 22 dxe6 £3f6 23 e7 
(now the position is very unclear) 

23.. .£3c6 24 &xc6 bxc6 25 We2 
*h3 26 #e6+ #xe6 27 lxe6 4?f7 
28 fiael flac8 29 Sxd6 Hxe7 30 c4 
£3e4 31 fld3 £3xd2 (31 ...lce8 is bet¬ 
ter for Black) 32 Sxe7+ ^xe7 33 
lxd2 (after 33...flb8 Black still has 
an edge) V2-V2, Forgacs-Vidmar, 
St.Petersburg 1909. 

10 h3 ±h511 g4 ±g6 12 d5 £3b8 

The best square, because after 

12.. .£3d8 the knight has no future. 
From b8 it can be activated by 
...£3d7 and ...£3c5. 

13 £3h4 ±xe4 

Black accepts the tactical chal¬ 
lenge. 13...£3bd7 14 £3f5 Ax£5 15 
gxf5 (15 exf5? £3b6) is better for 
White. The next few moves are 
forced. 

14 g5 £3xd5 15 2xe4 £3xc3 16 
#d3 £3xe4 17 #xe4 

A hard position to assess. Black, 
with S+3A v 2Ji, is ahead on mate¬ 
rial, but there are no open files for 
Black’s rooks and White has attack¬ 
ing chances on the kingside. The 
usual cop-out "unclear" seems justi¬ 
fied. 

17...C618 £3f5 We6 19 ±d3 g6 20 
£3h6+ &g7 21 Wh4 £3d7 22 £3g4 
f5?I (perhaps 22...<i?g8 was better, 
for example 23 £3f6+ £3xf6 24 gxf6 
d5 25 Ag5 h5 is unclear) 23 gxf6+ 
£3xf6 24 Wh6+ 9fcf7?! (24...*h8 25 


iLxg6 Hg8 offered better defensive 
chances) 25 iLg5! (suddenly White 
has a crushing attack) 25...£3xg4 26 
#xh7+ &e8 27 &xg6+ (27 #xb7! 
would have been lethal, for example 

27.. .e4 28 #xc6+ 4?f7 29 Ac4, or 

27.. .flc8 28 &xg6+ mating) 27...Sf7 
28 #g8+ &d7 29 #xf7+ #xf7 30 
±xf7 £3xf2 31 &xO Sf8 32 h4 
Sxf7+ 33 ( &g3 (White should still 
win because the h-pawn is just too 
strong) 33...&e6 34 Shi 2f5 35 
±e3 e4 36 Af4 Sc5 37 h5 &f5 38 
3id2 Se5 39 h6 e3 40 ^.c3 1-0 


Game 36 


Juarez-De La Vega 
Buenos Aires 1985 


1 e4 e5 2 £30 £3c6 3 £3c3 £3K 4 
±b5 ±b4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 £3e2 



This is another slow White sys¬ 
tem. The knight is heading for g3, 
rather like the manoeuvre £3d2-fl- 
g3 in the Ruy Lopez. From g3 the 
knight will defend e4 and thereby 
support a central push with c3 and d4. 
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There are two possible replies. Black 
can either respond symmetrically 
with 7...foe! (game 37), or he can 
play ...iLg4, so that £ig3 can be an¬ 
swered by ...£ih5 exchanging the 
knight. 

7...^.g4 8 ±xc6 

Or 8 c3 (this is very similar to the 
main line, except that White does not 
exchange on c6; readers should com¬ 
pare the following examples with the 
main line games, because transposi¬ 
tion can easily occur) 8...iLc5 9 £ig3 
£sh5 10 £sf5 with a branch: 



1) 10...#(6 (Black players should 
be aware that this move involves a 
piece sacrifice) and now: 

O 11 d4 exd4 12 cxd4 &b6 13 h3 
(White initiates a sharp tactical 
struggle, but it eventually proves fa¬ 
vourable for Black) 13..Jbcf5 14 
.&xc6 (the idea is to meet 14...bxc6 
by 15 ±g5 #g616 exf5 #xf5 17 g4) 

14.. .6xh3 15 &xb7 fiab8 16 e5 (16 
iLc6 Ag4 is good for Black) 

16.. .dxe5 17 dxe5 Wf5 18 £g5 £g4 
(18...^g3! gives Black a bigger ad¬ 
vantage than in the game) 19 ^.B 
iLxO 20 WxB #xe5! (this leads to 


an endgame plus for Black) 21 #xh5 
h6 22 Wh4 lixg5 23 Wxg5 Wxg5 24 
£xg5 ii-d4 25 Had Hxb2 26 Hxc7 
itb6 (26...flxa2 is objectively bet¬ 
ter) 27 He7 iLd8 28 ^.cl Hxf2 29 
< &xf2 iLxe7 30 ite3 (now White has 
fair drawing chances) 30...a5 31 a4? 
(White voluntarily weakens the a - 
pawn) 31...flc8 32 fldl ^-b4 33 
&d2?? Hc2 34 &e3 ^.xd2+ 35 Hxd2 
Hxd2 36 < 4>xd2 f5 37 &d3 g5 38 &c4 
f4 0-1, Podlesnik-Todorovic, Yugo¬ 
slavian Ch. Semi-Final 1990. 

> 11 h3 iLxf5 (taking on f3 is posi¬ 
tionally good for White, so Black is 
more or less forced to sacrifice a 
piece) 12 &g5 We6 13 exf5 #xf5 14 
g4 Wc8 15 gxh5 #xh3 16 &e3 
l.xe3 17 fxe3 #xh5 (Black can take 
the e-pawn instead by 17...#g3+ 18 
&hl Wh3+ 19 £ih2 Wxe3, but it 
looks better to take the pawn which 
menaces Black’s kingside) 18 Hf2 
(this position is not so easy to assess; 
White should be better, but it is hard 
to judge the scale of his advantage) 

18...<S3e7 19 Hh2 Wg6+ 20 &f2 d5! 
(Black must disturb White quickly, 
or else the al rook will cross to the 
kingside, supporting the attack) 21 
&xe5 Wf5+ 22 4T3 d4 23 #a4 (re¬ 
turning the piece; 23 iLc4 was possi¬ 
ble) 23...C6 24 #xd4 #xb5 25 c4 
Wf5 26 #h4 #xd3 (a key moment; 
Black decides to re-sacrifice the 
piece, but this is hopeless and he 
should have tried 26...f6 27 e4 #c5+, 
even though White has a very strong 
attack after either 28 <i?e2 or 28 d4) 
27 #xe7 Hfe8 28 #c5 (this position 
is winning for White; Nimzowitsch 
almost makes a mess of it, but he 
gets there in the end) 28...He6 29 
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Bel flae8 30 Wd4 Wf5 31 fih4 Bg6 
32 Bf4 Wh3 33 Igl Sxgl 34 &xgl 
Wh2+ 35 *fl Wc2 36 4te2 h6 37 
&f2 Zf8 38 a3 f5 39 We5 &h7 40 M 
Bf6 41 c5 b6 42 e4 fxe4 43 Bxf6 
gxf6 44 Wxf6 bxc5 45 Wf7+ &h8 46 
We8+ &h7 47 Wd7+ &h8 48 Wc8+ 
<£>g7 49 Wb7+ <&f8 50 Wb8+ &e7 
51 Wxa7+ &d6 52 Wg7 h5 53 Wf6+ 
<i?d7 54 Wg7+ &d6 55 Wf6+ &d7 
56 Wg7+ &d6 57 Wg3+ &d7 58 
Wh3+ &d6 59 Wh2+ &d7 60 Wxh5 
cxb4 61 axb4 &c7 62 Wc5 Wd3 63 
4M4 Wd2+ 64 &g3 *el+ 65 &g4 
Wg 1+ 66 *E5 Wf 1+ 67 &e5 Wa6 68 
b5 #1)6 69 Wxc6+ Wxc6 70 bxc6 e3 
71 &d5 &d8 72 &d6 &c8 73 c7 1-0, 
Nimzowitsch-Cohn, Ostend B 1907. 

2) 10..Ji.b6 (more reliable than 

10.. .Wf6) 11 4ie3 (11 &hl is possi¬ 
ble) ll..Jbce3 12 ii-xe3 Wf6 and 
now: 

13 d4 4te7 14 ^.e2 4tf4 15 £xf4 
Wxf4 16 4iel V 2 -V 2 , Podlesnik- 
Sorokin, Sochi B 1989. 

L > 13 ^hl (not very dynamic) 

13.. .a6 14 iLa4 ®tf4 15 &xf4 Wxf4 
16 We2 f5 (already Black has taken 
over the initiative) 17 ^.dl Wh6 18 
We3 f4 19 Wd2 Bf6 20 d4 &h8 21 
Wd3 Haf8 22 4id2 £c8 23 d5 4M8 
(if only I could get such positions 
from the King’s Indian...) 24 WB g5 
25 g4 fxg3 26 Wxg3 g4 27 £>c4 Bf4 
28 4ie3 Wg6 29 &g2 Wxe4 30 B 
fl4f6 31 Bf2 Wxd5 32 4te3 Wc6 33 
4sxg4 fixB 0-1, Euwe-Bogoljubow, 
Bad Pistyan 1922. White played hor¬ 
ribly in this example, but the evi¬ 
dence suggests that I0....^.b6 is a 
solid equalising move. 

3) 10...iLxf5 11 exf5 4tf6 (this 
continuation is good for White) 12 


d4 exd4 13 cxd4 &b6 14 h3 4ie4 
15 Wc2 Be8 16 £xc6 bxc6 17 lei 
4sf6 18 .&g5 (Black has no reason¬ 
able escape from this pin; moreover, 
c6 is under attack and 18...llxel+ 

19 Sxel c5 20 d5 is clearly better 
for White) 18...Wd7 19 Axf6 gxf6 

20 g4 Bxel-t- 21 Ixel Be8 22 Be4 
d5 23 Ixe8+ Wxe8 24 &g2 a5 25 
Wc3 '&g7 26 a4 (fixing the a-pawn 
on a black square) 26...Wd7 27 
4sd2 c5 (desperation, but other¬ 
wise 4sb3 will win a pawn) 28 dxc5 
d4 29 c6 Wd6 30 Wc4 Wf4 31 Wd3 
Wd6 32 Wfl Wb4 33 &e4 (so that 

33...Wxb2 34 g5 fxg5 35 f6+ &g6 
36 Wd3! &h6 37 4ig3! gives White 
a decisive attack) 33...h6 34 b3 
Wei 35 Wd3 Wcl 36 Wc4 Wei 37 
Wd5 (threat &g3-h5) 37...h5 38 g5 
We2 39 &g3 Wdl 40 Wd8 fxg5 41 
Wxg5+ l-0,Nimzowitsch-Schories, 
Ostend 1907. 

8...bxc6 9 4ig3 4ih5 



10 h3 

Or 10 c3 iLc5 11 £>f5 and now; 

■=> ll...Wf6 (this is effectively a 
piece sacrifice) 12 h3 ^.xf5 13 i.g5 
We6 14 exf5 Wxf5 15 g4 We6 16 
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gxh5 #xh3 (the position is identical 
to Nimzowitsch-Cohn above, except 
for the exchange on c6, a difference 
which slightly favours Black) 17 h6? 
(too slow because Black can ignore 
the possibility of hxg7; 17 iLe3 is 
better, with an unclear position) 

17.. .e4 18 dxe4 Hfe8 19 4M4 Ixe4 
(Black has a winning attack) 20 f3 
%3+ 21 4*1 fieS 22 f4 «h3+ 23 
4?g 1 Be3 24 ^-h4 #xh4 25 Hf2 lh3 
0-1, Berg-D.Bronstein, Tastrup 
1990. 

11. JU>6 12 &hl Wf6? (very cas¬ 
ual; now White can win the piece 
under much more favourable cir¬ 
cumstances) 13 h3 iLxf5 14 $Lg5 
#e6 15 exf5 #xf5 16 g4 #g6 
(16...#e6 17 gxh5 #xh3+ 18 43h2 
wins) 17 gxh5 #xh5 18 &h2 f5 19 
ii-e3 (Black has only two pawns for 
the piece and few attacking chances) 

19.. .e4 20 43g 1 Wh4 21 dxe4 fxe4 22 
#g4 #e7 23 4te2 d5 24 Ig 1 Bf6 25 
4)f4 fiaf8 26 Ig3 g6 27 h4 #e5 28 
4*3 If3 29 fiagl ^.xe3 30 fxe3 
Ixe3 31 h5 Iff3 32 hxg6 Sxg3 33 
gxh7+ 4?xh7 34 Sxg3 Ixg3 35 
#xg3 #xg3+ 36 &xg3 4?g6 37 *f4 
*f6 38 c4 4?e6 39 c5 4?d7 40 4)gl 
4?c8 41 4*2 4?b7 42 4M4 4?a6 43 
b4 4?b7 44 a4 1-0, Maroczy- 
Schlechter, Barmen 1905. 

10...4ixg3 11 fxg3 ±c5+ 12 4?h2 
±d7 

I prefer 12...iLxf3, when White’s 
advantage is microscopic. 

13 4*4 d5 14 Wt2 Se8 15 43f5 
±f8 16 ±d2 ffi 17 g4 

Black’s problem is that he has no 
source of counterplay, while White 
can slowly generate a kingside at¬ 
tack. 


17...^.e6 18 b3 #d7 19 HD 
fiad8 20 ii.e3 c5 21 Safi c4 (Black 
is finally making progress, but 
White’s assault is already danger¬ 
ous) 22 g5 cxd3 23 cxd3 dxe4 24 
dxe4 fxg5 25 ±xg5 Sa8 26 Sg3 
4?h8 27 Sdl #f7 28 Sfl #d7 29 
#h5 Af7 30 #h4 (threatening 31 
Af6) 30...±e6 31 Sff3 a5 32 fid3 



32...#c6 (or 32...Wf7 33 4*6 
#g6 and now not 34 iLf6??, as given 
in New in Chess, which loses to 

34.. .®xf6, but 34 iLd8! winning 
Black’s queen) 33 #h6 (a neat 
move, but White could have won 
more convincingly 33 4)xg7! iLxg7 

34 Af6 le7 35 Ixg7 fixg7 36 1*6 
fig8 37 &xg7+ Sxg7 38 fid8+) 

33.. .±d7 (Black must meet the 
threat of 34 Af6) 34 Sd6! Wxd6 (the 
only move because 34...cxd6 fails to 

35 Af6 le7 36 43xe7 and mate in 
three more moves) 35 43xd6 cxd6 
(35...gxh6 36 l.f6+ &g7 37 ^.xg7+ 
4?h8 38 iLxh6+ mates) 36 Af6 Se6? 
(36...fie7 is the only move, but 
White still wins by 37 Jbte7 gxh6 38 
Af6+ &g7 39 fixg7 netting a piece) 
37 ilxg7+ 1-0 
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Game 37 


Sveshnikov-Yusupov 
USSR Ch. 1979 


1 e4 e5 2 &G &c6 3 &c3 &K6 4 
±b5 ±b4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 £k2 
£k7 8c3 



8...±a5 

l> 8....&C5 9 d4 exd4 10 cxd4 ^.b6 
11 &g3 &g6 12 £d3 Ie8 13 h3 


(White’s extra central pawn gives 
him some advantage) 13..JU17 14 
iLe3 c5 15 Scl cxd4 16 ^.xd4 ii.xd4 
17 £ixd4 d5 18 exd5 <S3xd5 19 -&e4 
4W4 20 ^-xb7 Ib8 21 ^c6 &xc6 
22 Axc6 (White is a pawn up for 
nothing) 22...If8 23 #xd8? (it isn’t 
necessary to activate Black’s f8 
rook; simply 23 b3 should win) 

23.. .1fxd8 24 Ic2 <S3d3 25 Idl £ib4 
26 Sxd8+ Ixd8 27 Ic4 fidl+ 28 
&h2 £)xc6 29 Sxc6 Bd2 30 *gl (30 
£sf5 was no better, for example 

30.. .h6 31 fic8+ &h7 32 fic7 fixf2 
33 Ixf7 4lh4) 30...Ixb2 31 fia6 
flbl+ 32 &h2 Hb7 33 £ie4 h5 34 a4 


h4 35 <SM6 flb2 36 *gl Ibl+ 37 
&h2 Hb2 38 Ixa7 Sxf2 39 a5 <S3f4 
40 Ixf7 Sxg2+ 41 <&hl Hf2 42 a6 
flfl+ 43 &h2 Hf2+ 44 4?gl ^xh3+ 
45 &hl Ia2 46 a7 53g5 47 lf4 
V 2 -V 2 , Maroczy-Kupchik, Lake Ho- 
patcong 1926. 

9 53g3 c6 

& 9...&g6 10 d4 a6 11 &a4 b5 12 
3ic2 ^.b7 13 a4 h6 14 h3 M 15 &d2 
bxc3 16 bxc3 le8 17 flel Ib8 V 2 -V 2 , 
Gulko-Sosonko, Thessaloniki 01. 
1988. 

10 ±a4 



10...£ig6 

■=> 10.. JU)6 11 d4 exd4 12 cxd4 d5 
13 e5 &e4 14 &c2 <S3xg3 15 fxg3 
(very ambitious; 15 hxg3 would be a 
little better for White) 15..JLf5 16 
Axf5 $')xf5 17 Wd3 Wd7 18 g4 <S3e7 
19 £)g5 £)g6 20 h3 (White’s attack 
has got nowhere and now Black 
moves over to the counterattack) 

20...Iae8 21 £e3 f6 22 exf6 gxf6 23 
£B Se4 24 4M2 fle6 25 g3 flfe8 26 
IB We7 27 4tfl Ie4 28 flcl 4tf8! 
(heading for e6 and d4) 29 <i?g2 4ie6 
30 43d2 £ixd4 31 £ixe4 4}xB 32 
&xb6 axb6 33 #xfi Vxe4 34 Wxe4 
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Bxe4 35 *f3 *f7 36 Bc3 b5 37 *f2 
Sc4 0-1, Podlesnik-Djuric, Yugo¬ 
slavian Ch. 1988. 

11 d4 Se8 

ll...exd4 12 £ixd4 (12 cxd4 is 
more natural) 12...Be8 13 Bel &b6 
14 3lc2 iLd7 15 44 i 5? (15 h3 gives 
White an edge) 15...£ig4 16 £>g3 
(16 h3 #h4! is dangerous) 16...®f6 
17 ii-e3 4i6e5 18 h3 4ixe3 (now 
Black is a little better) 19 Sxe3 g6 20 
Wfl £e6 21 b3 2ad8 22 Bdl *-c8 
23 f4 <SM7 24 *>hl Wh4 25 Bdel 
£tf6 26 *gl <SM7 27 *h2 Wf6 28 
Bdl 4if8 29 £lge2 4ie6 30 g4 
(30...h6 allows Black to retain his 
edge) 30...ii.c7 V 2 -V 2 , Marco- 

Schlechter, Vienna 1898. 

^ ll.Jfc.b6 12 ii-e3 h6 13 &c2 Be8 
14 Bel £ig4 15 Acl &e6 16h3£tf6 
17 £Y5 (after 17 ^.e3 White has his 
usual slight plus) 17....&C7 18 dxe5 
dxe5 19 ii-e3 #xdl 20 Baxdl Sed8 
V 2 -V 2 , Znosko-Borovsky-Teichmann, 
St.Petersburg 1909. 

12±b3 



c> 12...exd4 13 cxd4 (threat £ig5) 
13..Jfc.e6 (13...£>xe4 14 £)xe4 Sxe4 


15 4ig5 Be7 16 lfh5 is very good for 
White) 14 £ig5 &xb3 15 #xb3 #d7 

16 f3 (White has secured his centre 
and has the advantage) 16...h6 17 
<5ih3 Be6 18 4Y4 <?M4 19 Axf4 
■&b6 20 Sadi Sae8 21*>hld5 22 e5 
®ih7 23 4Y5 f6 24 g4 (White’s in¬ 
itiative appears very dangerous, but 
in the subsequent play there was 
nothing clear for him; this game was 
an excellent defensive performance 
by Euwe) 24...fxe5 25 J.xe5 4Y6 26 
#d3 *h8 27 Bgl (Euwe gave the 
line 27 g5 hxg5 28 Sgl Sxe5 29 
dxe5 ii.xg 1 30 exf6 *-b6 31 fxg7+ 
*g8 as unclear; in fact it is probably 
good for Black) 27...Ac7 28 f4 #f7 
29 Bdfl (29 4ixg7 gives White no 
advantage after 29...Sxe5 30 fxe5 
4'te4) 29...iLxe5 30 fxe5 4ie4 31 g5 
(31 4M6 #g6 32 4ixe4 #xe4+ 33 
®xe4 dxe4 34 Bel c5 leads to a 
draw and White should have been 
satisfied with this result) 31...hxg5 
32 4M6 4^f2+ 33 *g2 ^xd3 34 
4}xf7+ *g8 35 4kg5 Bg6 36 h4 c5 
(suddenly it is White who has to be 
careful) 37 dxc5 Sxe5 38 *h3 4ixc5 
39 Bel Bc6 40 Bgel 43e4 41 Bxc6 
bxc6 42 Bel? (Euwe gave 42 4ke4 
Bxe4 43 Sxe4 dxe4 44 *g4 *h7 45 
*f4 *g6 46 *xe4 *h5 47 *f 5 as a 
draw, which is correct if one adds 
that 47...c5 must be met by 48 b3!, 
when Black runs out of tempo 
moves Mi the queenside) 42...43xg5+ 
43 hxg5 Be6 44 *g4 *f7 45 Bc3 a5 
46 *13 *g6 47 Ba3 *xg5 48 Bxa5 
*f5 49 a4 g5 50 Ba8 Be4 51 Bf8+ 
*e5 52 Be8+ *d4 53 Bb8 c5 54 b4 c4 
55 a5 Be3+ 56 *f2 Ba3 57 Bg8 c3 58 
Bxg5 Ba2+ 59 *f3 c2 60 Bgl 0-1, 
Alekhine-Euwe, Amsterdam 1936. 
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13 h3 

13 fiel is met by the awkward 

13.. .1Lg4. 

13.. .±e6 

!=> 13...exd4 (not 13...£'ixe4 14^xe4 
Hxe4 15 iLxf7+) 14£ixd4d5 (a very 
safe way for Black to play) 15 exd5 
£*d5 16 <SMf5 #f6 17 WO <5te5 18 
«h5 &d3 19 £xd5 cxd5 20 £M4 
£b6 21 #xd5 fld8 22 #e4 £xd4 23 
cxd4 #xd4 24 #xd4 fixd4 25 ^-e3 
Sd5 26 flfdl V 2 -V 2 , Kuzmin-Khari- 
tonov, Moscow 1991. 

14 Sel ±b615 ±e3 #c716 #d2 
exd4 17 Axh6 

Accepting the challenge. 17 
itxd4 was safe, but offers few 
chances of an advantage after 

17.. Jbtd4 18 #xd4 &e5. 

17.. .dxc3 18 bxc3 d5! 

An excellent defensive move, 
counterattacking the knight on g3. 
On the other hand after 18...gxh6 19 
#xh6 Black has severe problems be¬ 
cause £sf5 is a threat and 19...®d7 

20 e5 dxe5 21 <^xe5 £xe5 22 flxe5 
<S3h7 23 4tti5 wins for White. 

19 e5 

Yusupov assess 19 exd5 ii.xd5 20 
£sf5 as unclear, but after 20...fixel+ 

21 fixel £ie4 White is in trouble. 



19.. .<S3e4 20 Sxe4? 

20 £}xe4 dxe4 21 Hxe4 Had8 22 
#cl (22 #g5 ii.xb3 23 axb3 fle6 
followed by ...gxh6 is good for 
Black) 22...^.xb3 23 axb3 gxh6 24 
#xh6 is best, with a completely un¬ 
clear position. 

20.. .dxe4 21 £ixe4 

Not 21 ii.xg7? e3 and wins. 

21.. JLxb3 22 axb3 £)xe5! 

The end of White’s attack. 

23 Axg7 

Or 23 Wg5 £M3+ 24 gxB #e5 
defending g7. 

23.. .£ixf3+ 24 gxB 2xe4 25 &h6 

25 Wg5 Wf4 26 Wg2 &h7 27 fxe4 
fig8 wins. 

25.. .%3+ 26 &hl Wxf3+ 0-1 
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I n this chapter we cover all the lines 
arising after 4 itb5 iLb4 5 0-0 0-0 
6 d3 d6 7 itg5 except the Metger 
Unpin. The division of material is 
more complex than usual because 
there are a number of transpositional 
possibilities. Game 38 deals with 
7...£ie7 and 7...iLe6, lines which 
were once popular but are rarely 
seen today. Game 39 covers the 
similar variation 7...ii.xc3 8 bxc3 
£ie7, which has been played from 
time to time over the past 100 years, 
but has retained its poor theoretical 
reputation. The game Chandler-Ag- 
destein is critical for the assessment 
of this line. Transpositions can eas¬ 
ily occur between game 38 and game 
39, so readers should study them to¬ 
gether. 

In game 40 we deal with the re¬ 
maining systems in which Black 
does not play an immediate ..Me7. 
The most important of these is 
8...^.d7, which is a solid but slightly 
passive continuation. White has 
good chances to retain a very slight 
advantage, but cannot hope for any¬ 
thing more. Game 40 also includes 
various lines in which Black plays 
...h6, but doesn’t continue with a 
quick ..Mel. 

The rest of the chapter covers 
lines starting with 8,..We7. In a num¬ 
ber of games White has played 9 
Axc6, possibly with the idea of 
reaching a draw. The examples in 
game 41 show that this is not a safe 
route to the half-point and indeed 
Black has a very good score in this 
line. 

In game 42 we deal with some 
miscellaneous alternatives for both 


sides. The first of these is 8...#e7 9 
d4, whereby White attempts to save 
time by missing out Bel. Play can 
become very sharp since White may 
be forced to sacrifice a piece on g5 in 
order to avoid losing his e4 pawn af¬ 
ter ...h6 and ...g5. No refutation is 
known and this line deserves further 
investigation. The second unusual 
line is 8...#e7 9 £sd2, but it is hard to 
believe that this is promising for 
White. The final unusual line in¬ 
volves an early ...h6 by Black. Nor¬ 
mally Black would prefer to keep the 
bishop on g5, so that the manoeuvre 
...5id8-e6 gains a tempo, but in this 
case White normally retreats his 
bishop to cl. The idea behind an 
early ...h6 is that White’s bishop is 
committed to h4, so that after 
...£}d8-e6 White cannot go back to 
c 1. It is hard to say whether the infe¬ 
rior placing of the bishop on h4 is 
worth the tempo Black expends on 
playing ...h6. 

Game 43 covers the line 8...We7 9 
Bel 4M8 10 d4 ii.g4, which was 
once quite popular but is seldom 
played today, possibly because the 
game Spassky-Gligoric put people 
off the line. However, this obscurity 
is unjustified and 10...^.g4 deserves 
more attention than it is currently re¬ 
ceiving. 


Game 38 


Tarrasch-Janowski 
Ostend 1907 

1 e4 e5 2 fic6 3 &c3 4 

i.b5 &b4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 AgS 
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7...£>e7 

Or 1...M6 and now: 

!=> 8 d4 exd4 9 <5'ixd4 h 6 (9...4^xd4 
10 #xd4 M5 11 #d3 c 6 12 &a4 
#b 6 13 £b3 #a5 14 Axf 6 gxf 6 15 
ladl £xb3 16 axb3 fiae 8 17 &e2 
&h 8 18 c3 #d 8 19 <S3g3 Ie 6 20 M 
Ab 6 21 £¥5 was good for White in 
Janowski-Chajes, Havana 1913) 10 
&h4 £)e5 11 f4 Ac5 12 Axf 6 ? (ac¬ 
cepting the offer is a mistake; 12 
<i?hl would have been slightly better 
for White) 12...*xf6 13 fxe5 #xe5 
14 £)ce 2 &g4 15 ID £xO 16 gxD 
f5 (material is roughly equal, but 
White is in an awkward pin and his 
king is exposed) 17 #d3 c 6 18 
&c4+ &h 8 19 *hl b5 20 &b3 fxe4 
21 #xe4 #xe4 22 fxe4 Iae 8 23 
£)xc 6 Ixe4 24 4ig3 Iee 8 25 Idl 
Bf2 26 £sd4?? (Black was better, but 
this is a dreadful blunder) 26...ibcd4 
0-1, Tarrasch-Em. Lasker, World 
Ch. match, Munich 1908. 

> 8 4id5 Md5 9 exd5 £>e7 10 c4 
£ig 6 11 M4 h 6 12 M3 ±a5 13 h3 
£b 6 14 d4 exd4 15 £ixd4 iLxd4 16 
#xd4 We7 17 Ifel and the two 
bishops give White some advantage, 
Janowski-Caro, Vienna 1898. 


8 £te2 iLa5 (or 8...4V7 9 c3 &a5 
10 43g3 c 6 11 Aa4 <SVe 8 12 d4 with a 
slight plus for White, Duras-Kup- 
chik, New York 1913) 9 <$3g3 <?¥8 
10 d4 c 6 11 ii-d3 4¥d7 12 h3 again 
with some advantage for White, 
Znosko-Borovsky-Von Scheve, Os- 
tend B 1907. 

The conclusion is that 7..M6 is 
insufficient for equality. 

8&h4 

Various other moves have been 
played, but here we concentrate on 8 
43h4, which is the critical reply. 

8.. .c6 9 ±c4 

~> 9 M4 (definitely less dangerous 
than ±c4) 9...®e8 10 -&b3 (White 
has lost time) IO...&I 18 11 f4 f 6 12 
fxe5 dxe5 13 M3 <S3c7 14 #D 4te6 
15 4te2 iLc5 16 &hl Me3 17 #xe3 
a5 18 a4 b 6 19 M4 4¥5 20 d4 exd4 
21 &xd4 Ml 22 e5 fxe5 23 #xe5 
4ig8 24 4lhD V 2 -V 2 , Bagirov- 
Korchnoi, USSR Ch. 1963. 

9 ±xf 6 gxf 6 10 M4 f5 11 lfh5 
.&xc3 12 bxc3 fxe4 13 dxe4 f5? 
(opening up the kingside is too 
risky) 14 &b3+ d5 15 f4! fxe4 16 f5 
If 6 17 lael &h 8 18 g4 Ml 19 
£sg 6 +! (White has a decisive attack) 

19...43xg6 20 fxg 6 Ixg 6 21 Sf7 
#b 6 + 22 sfehl Ig7 23 #xe5 Iag 8 
24 Sefl Wb5 25 Ilf 2 #c5 26 Ixg 7 
1-0, Perlis-Salwe, St.Petersburg 
1909. 

9.. .±g4 

The alternatives are: 

^ 9...±e6 10 Axf 6 gxf 6 11 &xe 6 
fxe 6 12 Wg4+ *f7 13 f4 4ig6 14 f5 
exf5 15 4M5 was very good for 
White in Schlechter-Janowski, Os- 
tend 1907; this is similar to the main 
line game. 
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5 9...&h8 10 f4 exf4 11 Axf6 gxf6 

12 Sxf4 4ig6 13 £}xg6+ fxg6 was 
roughly equal in the game Tylor- 
Em.Lasker, Nottingham 1936. Alek¬ 
hine suggested 11 Sxf4 4ig6 12 
(mg6+ fxg6 13 #B as an improve¬ 
ment, but after 13...-&C5+ 14 ^h 1 b5 
15 ii-b3 iLd4, threatening 16...iLe5 
and 16...b4, I see no advantage for 
White. Perhaps 10 ^hl is better. 

6 9...£sg6 10 £sxg6 hxg6 11 f4 
Ac5+ (ll...!fo6f 12 &hl &g4 13 
#el 4ie3 14 f5! is very dangerous 
for Black) 12 &hl &e3 13 #B 
Axf4 14 Axf4 exf4 15 #xf4 #e7 16 
#g3 with a small advantage for 
White, Bachmann-Marron, Stock¬ 
holm 1930. 

The other main possibility is 

9.. .d5, a line which deserves further 
investigation by Black players. After 
10 &b3 (not 10 Axf6?! gxf6 11 Ab3 
#d6 12 #B &h8 13 exd5 Axel 14 
bxc3 cxd5 15 c4 d4 16 c5 #c6 17 
#115 $\g6 with advantage to Black, 
Tarrasch-Yates, Carlsbad 1923) 

10.. .#d6 White may try: 

O 11 h3 (in game 39 we reach the 
same position, except that Black has 
already exchanged on c3; in that case 
f4 is the accepted move, but it has 
never been played here, even though 
I cannot see anything clearly wrong 
with it, for example 11 f4 Ag4 may 
be met by 12 fxe5 when 12...#xe5 

13 &xf6 and 12...#c5+ 13 d4 are 
good for White) ll...h6 12 ^.xf6 
#xf6 13 «h5 ±xc3 14 bxc3, Tar¬ 
rasch-Yates, Hastings 1922, and 
now Yates lost a pawn by 14...<i?h7 
15 &B £sg6? 16 exd5 cxd5 17 
Axd5. However, 14...dxe4 15 dxe4 
Ae6 is fine for Black. 


^ 11 #e2 h6 12 Adi g5 13 <S3B 
53g6 14 exd5 Axc3 15 Axc3 Ie8 16 
fifel ^.g4 17 #e3 (17 dxc6 #xc6 
18 #e3 is critical) 17...&xd5 18 
^.xd5 #xd5 19 <5M2 A e 6 20 #g3 f6 
21 &e4 <i?g7 22 He2 c5 and now 
Black is slightly better, Boha- 
tirchuk-Yates, Moscow 1925. 

10 B ±e611 l.xf6 gxf6 12 ±xe6 
fxe6 

The position is the same as in 
Schlechter-Janowski above, except 
that White’s pawn is on B instead of 
f4. This prevents Wg4+, but doesn’t 
alter the fundamental structure of the 
position, which is bad for Black. 

13 f4 £ig6 14 4ixg6 hxg6 15 #g4 
#e8 16 f5 exf5 17 exf5 ±xc3 18 
bxc3 &g7 19 SB Sh8 (19...g5 is 
met by 20 h4, but now ...g5 is a 
threat) 20 fxg6 #e7 (20...#xg6 
loses to 21 #d7+, so Black has lost 
not only a pawn, but also the main 
defence for his king; the rest is 
slaughter) 21 h4 d5 22 Safi Saf8 23 
h5 Sh6 24 Sl£2 Shh8 25 WfS Wd6 
26 g4 #e7 27 g5 fxg5 28 #xf8+ 
Sxf8 29 Sxf8 #xf8 30 h6+ 1-0 


Game 39 


Nunn-Tatai 
Manila Ol. 1992 

1 e4 e5 2 £i£3 £k6 3 &c3 4 

Ab5 &b4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 AgS 
Jixc3 8 bxc3 £ie7 

In my opinion, this line is worse 
for Black than game 38. In many 
lines the exchange on c3 frees 
White’s hand and reduces Black’s 
control of the dark squares. Once 




again we only investigate the key 
line with 9 <5jh4. 

9£tfi4 



9...c6 

^ 9...4te8 (this line is critical) 10 
•&c4 (ECO suggests 10 f4 f6 11 fxe5 
fxg5 12 flxf8+ &xf8 13 #f3+ fol¬ 
lowed by Sfl, but 1 l...dxe5 is much 
stronger, when it is doubtful if White 
has any advantage) 10....&e6 11 
&xe6 (11 £K5 AxfS 12 exf5 Wd7 13 
g4 c6 14 d4! was better for White in 
Tarrasch-Vidmar, San Sebastian 
1911, but 12...*h8 followed by ...f6 
and ...d5 was better) ll...fxe6 12 
#g4 #d7 13 f4 exf4 14 Sxf4 Sxf4 
15 #xf4 <5jf6 16 Axf6 Sf8 17 We3 
flxf6 18 #xa7 (curiously, this is 
identical to Marshall-Capablanca 
below, except that Black’s pawn is 
on c7 and not c6; this difference fa¬ 
vours Black because the move ...b6 
is available to cut off the retreat of 
White’s queen, while in some lines 
..MbS is possible) 18...b6?! (Chan¬ 
dler analyses 18...#b5 19 #1)8+118 
20 #xc7 #b2 21 flfl lxfl+ 22 
*xfl #cl+ 23 *f2 #xc2+ 24 &g3 
#xd3+ 25 4lf3 as slightly better for 


White; this line is Black’s best con¬ 
tinuation and offers good drawing 
chances) 19 Ifl flxfl+ 20 *xfl g5 
21 £rf3 g4 22 £\d4 £\g6?! (22...e5 
23 4te2 <5jg6 24 g3 <5jf8 heading for 
e6, g5 and D is a better chance) 23 
#b8+ <?Jf8 24 &el (now White 
should win) 24...#f7 25 #d8 #f4 
26 &e2 #xh2 27 #g5+ *f7 28 
#xg4 #hl+ 29 &d2 #al 30 #h5+ 
&g7 31 #g5+ £\g6 32 £\cl #bl 33 
#d8 #b5 34 #xc7+ &h6 35 #d8 
#c5 36 £ie2 #f2 37 #xd6 #xg2 38 
#xe6 &g7 39 #xb6 h5 40 #gl #B 
41 #a7+ &g8 42 #e3 #f6 43 #h6 
h4 44 a4 #e6 45 a5 1-0, Chandler- 
Agdestein, Hastings 1991/2. 

O 9...<5jg6 10 <?Jxg6 fxg6 (10...hxg6 

11 f4 c6 12 ±c4 #b6+ 13 &hl is 
also good for White) 11 &C4+ <&h8 

12 f4 h6 13 fxe5 dxe5 14 &h4 g5 15 
&g3 #e7 16 d4 and White is better, 
Janowski-Spielmann, Niimberg 
1906. 



10 i.a4 

Or 10 Ac4 d5 (10...Ae6? 11 
^.xf6 gxf6 12 ^.xe6 fxe6 13 #g4+ 
*f7 14 f4 Sg8 15 #h5+ &g7 16 
fxe5 dxe5 17 Sxf6! &xf6 18 fifl+ 
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<5)f5 19 4)xf5 exf5 20 fixf5+ &e7 21 
Wf7+ &d6 22 Sf6+ &c5 23 Wxb7 
Wb6 24 flxc6+ Wxc6 25 Wb4 mate 
is the famous game Capablanca- 
H.Steiner, exhibition game, Los An¬ 
geles 1933) 11 .&b3 and now: 

O ll...dxe4 12 dxe4 Wxdl 13 flaxdl 
<5)g6 14 <5)xg6 hxg6 15 Axf6 gxf6 
16 fld6 &g7 17 f4 (this is good for 
White because Black has severe 
problems developing his bishop) 

17.. .exf4 18 flxf4 &e6 19 .&xe6 
fxe6 20 !xe6 lad8 21 e5 fxe5 22 
Sxf8 Sxf8 23 fle7+ Bf7 24 lxf7+ 

with a winning pawn ending, 
consultation game Em.Lasker- 
Grigoriev, Nenarokov, Bobrov and 
Gentschorov, Moscow 1899. 
o The other idea is 1 l...Wd6 12 f4 
dxe4 with the division: 

1) 13 dxe4 Wc5+ 14 &hl 4)g4 15 
f5, with a clear plus for White, is re¬ 
peated uncritically in almost all 

, opening books (for example Euwe, 

•' Keres and ECO). However, 14...<5)xe4 
is an obvious and massive improve¬ 
ment. Nigel Short informs me that 
this variation probably emanates 
from Golombek’s book on the 1948 
World Championship tournament. 
So far as I know, only Rellstab (in 
Fernschach) gave 14...<5)xe4, con¬ 
tinuing 15 £.xel Wxe7 16 Wei 4)d2 
with equality. This opinion is a bit 
pessimistic, for example after 

16.. .<5)c5! 17 fxe5 &.e6 Black has an 
advantage. 

2) 13 fxe5 Wxe5 14 &xf6 gxf6 15 
dxe4 a5? (the start of a bad plan; 

15.. JLe6 is more natural) 16 a4 c5 
(the idea is to prevent 17 WO be- 

' cause of the reply 17...C4, but this 
wastes time and weakens the queen- 


side) 17 Wd3 &e6 18 &xe6 fxe6 19 
Wc4 Sa6 20 fladl Wc7 21 Sd3 Sc6 
22 fldf3 (Black is much worse) 

22...&g7 23 We2 We5 24 flg3+ &h8 
25 4)0 Wh5 26 fldl We8 27 e5 4)g6 
28 exf6 e5 29 <5)g5 lfxf6 30 flgd3 
4)f8 31 Sd8 We7 32 Wh5 c4 33 4)e4 
flf7 34 lld7 Wxd7 35 lxd7 !xd7 
36 Wxe5+ Sg7 37 4)d6 (37...flc7 38 
Wf6 <J?g8 39 4)f5 wins) 1-0, Lund- 
qvist-Borsony, 2nd World corr. Ch. 
1956. 

10,..4)e8 11 &b3 &e6 



12 d4?! 

^ 12 ^.xe6 (12 f4 ^.xb3 13 ^.xe7 
&xc2! 14 &xd8 &xdl 15 ±e7 &e2 
16 Sfel .&xd3 17 ^.xf8 &xf8 is at 
least equal for Black) 12...fxe6 13 
Wg4 (this is identical to Chandler- 
Agdestein above, except that Black’s 
pawn is on c6, not c7; here Black has 
the extra possibility of ...4)c7, al¬ 
though this doesn’t seem to help) 

13...Wd7 (13...4 )c 7 14 f4 exf4 15 
5xf4 Sxf4 16 Wxf4 Wd7 17 flfl 
4)g6 18 4)xg6 hxg6 19 Wg4 with a 
clear plus for White) 14 f4 exf4 15 
5xf4 Sxf4 16 Wxf4 4)f6 17 ^.xf'6 
Sf8 18 We3 Sxf6 19 Wxa7 (White 
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has a favourable version of Chan- 
dler-Agdestein, but Marshall’s tech¬ 
nique was terrible) 19...g5 20 4)f3 
g4 21 Wd4 5f7 22 <5)e5 c5 23 4«d7 
cxd4 24 Ifl lxfl+ 25 &xfl dxc3 
26 4Y6+ &f7 27 <5)xg4 <5)c6 28 <5)e3 
b5 29 a3 b4 30 axb4 4)xb4 31 &e2 
d5 32 exd5 exd5 33 d4 &f6 34 g3 h5 
35 h3 (White’s winning chance have 
all but disappeared) &g5 36 h4+ 
&f6 37 &f3 &e6 38 g4 hxg4+ 39 
&xg4 <5)c6 40 <5)f5 <5)b4 41 h5 &f7 
42 4)e3 <5)c6 43 h6 &g6 44 <5)xd5 
<5)xd4 45 4)e3 4)xc2 V 2 -V 2 , Mar- 
shall-Capablanca, match, New York 
1909. 

12...h6 13 Ae3 b6? (after 

13.. .exd4! 14 cxd4 d5 15 e5 <5)c7 
White’s b3 bishop is badly placed, 
so White would have to reply 14 
Wxd4, with an unclear position) 14 
Axe6 fxe6 15 Wg4 (very strong as 
both e6 and h6 are attacked) 15...SfiS 
1614 exf417 Sxf4 e518 5x16 <5)xffi 
19 We6+ &h7 20 50 (the threat is 
flxf6, and this is also the reply to 

20.. .Wd7) 20...Wf8 2150! (Black is 
paralyzed, so White has a better op¬ 
tion than the obvious 21 dxe5) 

21.. .5.8 



22 .&xh6 «xh6 23 5h3 (White 
wins in all lines, for example 

23.. .4)g6 24 4)f3+ 4)h5 25 g4!, 

23.. .g5 24 4)f5+ &g6 25 lh6+ 
Wxh6 26 4)xh6 <5)eg8 27 Wxd6, 

23.. .6h7 24 dxe5 dxe5 25 <5)f3+ 
i>g6 26 4)xe5+ ^5 27 g3! with the 
deadly threat of mate in three start¬ 
ing with 28 5h5+!, or 23...exd4 24 
cxd4 retaining all the threats) 1-0 


Game 40 


Nunn-Smejkal 
Bundesliga 1991/2 

I e4 e5 2 4)0 <5)c6 3 4)c3 4)f6 4 
Ab5 .5b4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 AgS 
Axc3 8 bxc3 Adi 

The threat is 9...h6 10 .&h4 <S)e7 
and then neither 11 .&xd7 4)xd7 nor 

II .&xf6 .&xb5 promises White a 
real advantage, while otherwise the 
knight arrives on g6 with gain of 
tempo. 

The alternative is 8...h6 9 .&h4 
and now: 

9...‘&h8 (a curious idea; Black 
cannot play 9...g5 because of 10 
4)xg5, but now ...g5 is possible) 10 
Wd2 (10 lei Sg8 11 d4 Wei 12 
Wd3 was probably better, as in Bol- 
land-Euwe, Weston Super Mare 
1924) 10...flg8 11 ^.xf6 (White can 
only play for a draw after this move) 
1 l...Wxf6 12 Axc6 bxc6 13 We3 c5 
14 d4 cxd4 15 cxd4 exd4 16 <5)xd4 
Adi 17 fladl flge8 18 flfel We5 19 
Wa3 Wf4 20 O a5 21 Wc3 lec8 22 
4)e2 Wh4 23 4)g3 with equahty, 
T.Christensen-T.Wedberg, Gausdal 
Arnold Cup 1991. 
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o 9...Ad7 10 d4 (10 Hbl should 
transpose into the main line of this 
game) 10...We7 11 lei a6 12 &d3 
&h8 13 d5? (a positional error, re¬ 
leasing the tension in the centre and 
conceding the c5 square; 13 Hbl was 
better) 13...$3b8 14 4id2 g5 15 Ag3 
b6 16 &c4 a5 17 &e3 &a6 18 Wf3 
<?jc5 19 £45 Axf5 20 Wxf5 Hg8 and 
Black is better because White has no 
constructive plan, Campora-Anand, 
Thessaloniki 01. 1988. 

^ 9...Ag4 10 h3 Axf3 (10...Ah5 11 
g4 Ag6 12 Wd2 is good for White) 
14 Wxf3 g5 12 &g3 44 i 7 (12...&d7 
13 d4 f6 14 Wg4 &h8 15 h4 lf7 16 
hxg5 hxg5 17f3<5jf8 18&f2Hh7 19 
flhl We7 20 WB Hd8 21 Hxh7+ 
£sxh7 22 Hhl was better for White 
in Capablanca-Em.Lasker, St.Pe- 
tersburg 1914) 13 flabl Wc8 
(13...Wf6 is also possible, but 14 
Wg4 retains White’s advantage) 14 
Hfdl &g7 15 d4 f6 16 ±e2 <5)e7 17 
Wd3 Hb8 18 ^.g4 We8 19 Wc4 h5 
20 Ae6 Wc6 21 Wd3 h4 22 &h2 
Hfd8 23 d5 Wa4 24 g3 4ig6 25 Hb4 
We8 26 fldbl b6 27 Wa6 and White 
is clearly better, Janowski-Tarrasch, 
Vienna 1898. 



9 Hbl a610 &a4 (10 &C4 <£a5 is 
equal) 10...Hb8 (renewing the threat 
of 1 l...h6 12 &h4 £>e7) 11 .&b3 h6 
(ll...We7 12 54 i 4!? prevents 12...h6 
because of 13 <£g6) 12 Ah4 We7 13 
flel 

O 13 Wcl &h7 14 Hel &g4 15 We3 
b6 16 d4 Hbe8 17 Ac4 &b8 18 h3 
•&d7 19 ^.d3 ^.c6 20 g4 gave White 
a distinct plus in Marciano-Lukacs, 
Montpellier 1991, but Black’s play 
was unimpressive. 

13...£\a5 14 d4 Hbd8 (Black 
wants to play ...g5 without allowing 
£sxg5, so he would like to play 
...^7, but the immediate 14...&h7? 
is bad after 15 dxe5 dxe5 16 4ixe5! 
with advantage for White) 



15 Wcl 

This move is an attempt to man¬ 
age without wasting a tempo on h3. 
The alternative is 15 h3 i > h7 (threat 
...g5; after 15...c5 16 Wcl! c4 17 
Wa3 cxb3 18 dxe5! bxc2 19 exf6 
Black cannot play 19...cxblW? be¬ 
cause of 20 fxe7! and White wins, 
but the alternatives 19...gxf6 20 Hb4 
b6 21 Wcl! and 19...Wxe4 20 Hbcl 
are favourable for White) 16 Wcl 
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(threat Wa3) 16...<5jxb3 (not 

16...Ac8? 17 Wa3 &xb3 18 dxe5! 
4)c5 19 exf6 gxf6 20 e5! with advan¬ 
tage for White, nor 16...g5? 17 
4)xg5+ winning) 17 axb3 and now: 



^ 17...Ac6?! 18flal!lg8(l8...Ia8 
19 c4 is a little better for White) 19 
dxe5 dxe5 20 Ba5.&b5 21 c4 b6 22 
flal &C6 23 flxa6 g5 (Black’s coun¬ 
terplay finally starts moving, albeit 
at the cost of the a-pawn) 24 .&g3 
^h5! 25 <?Jxe5 &b7 26 la7 <S)xg3 
27 lxb7 Wxe5 28 fxg3 Wxg3 29 
We3 We5 30 c5!? (30 Wf3 looks 
good) 30...b5? (30...bxc5 31 flb5 is 
also bad, but 30...g4!? would have 
offered some counterplay) 31 flfl 
(now White is winning) 31...fld7 32 
!xb5 c6 33 fib6 lg6 34 b4 &g7 35 
WO h5 36 Wxh5 Wd4+ 37 &hl g4 
38 lb8 Sd8 39 lb7 Wf6!? 40 
lxf7+ Wxf7 41 fixf7+ 42 
hxg4 Se8 43 Wh7+ &f6 44 Wd7 
fle6 45 b5 &e5 46 b6 flg8 47 c3 1-0, 
Short-Speelman, London match 
1991. 

^ 17...&C8 18 We3 b6 (not 18...1g8 
19 dxe5 dxe5 20 ^-xf6, when Black 
has to play 20...gxf6 because 


20.. .Wxf6 21 Wc5 forks e5 and c7) 
19 c4 Hde8 20 b4 (20 c5 is doubtful 
because of the line 20...bxc5 21 dxe5 
dxe5 22 &xf6 Wxf6! 23 Wxc5 
•&xh3, but 20 fibdl may be better) 

20.. .Bg8 21 dxe5 (21 c5 bxc5 22 

dxe5 dxe5 23 bxc5 g5 24 ,&g3 g4 is 
unclear) 21...dxe5 22 4x17 23 

fledl f6 24 4'.h4 Wf7! with equality, 
Chandler-Karpov, Reykjavik 1991. 

15...<5jxb3 16 axb3 ^.g4 (this is 
the only way to exploit the omission 
of h3; after 16...&C8 17 Wa3 White 
gains an important tempo and stands 
better) 17 4id2 g5 18 &g3 4ih5 19 
4k4 4)f4 20 ^e3 



20....&e6 (accepting the sacrifice 
is dangerous, for example after 

20...4)e2+ 21 Sxe2 &xe2 22 4id5 
We6 23 <5jxc7 Wd7 24 4id5 f6 25 f3 
&b5 26 Wd2 &c6 27 4ie3 White has 
very good positional compensation) 
21 f3 Wf6 22 Wd2 <&h7 23 Sbdl h5 
24 &hl Bg8 25 c4 h4?! (the pre¬ 
paratory 25...flde8 was better) 26 
i.xf4 gxf4 27 &d5 i.xd5 28 exd5 
Sg6?! 29 dxe5 dxe5 30 Wc3 Be8 31 
c5? (31 h3! would have stopped 
Black’s attack and threatened c5 
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followed by d6) 31...h3! 32 gxh3 
Wf5 33 Wd3 (33 2gl e4 is unclear) 

33.. .Wxh3 34 2gl 2eg8 35 2xg6 
2xg6 36 2gl fS 37 2xg6 &xg6 38 
&gl (38 d6 e4! 39 We2 exO 40 
We8+ is a draw) 1-0 (Black lost on 
time, but he could have drawn by 

38.. .e4 39 fxe4 f3 40 exf5+ &f7! 41 
Wd2 Wg4+ 42 *fl Wh3+ 43 &el 
Wh4+ 44 *dl Wg4!). 


Game 41 


Suttles-Gligoric 
Sousse Iz. 1967 

1 e4 e5 2 £sc3 £)c6 3 £\f3 4 

i.b5 i.b4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 i.g5 
&xc3 8bxc3We7 9.&xc6 

9 ,&xc6 is an insipid continuation, 
normally used only if White is aim¬ 
ing for a draw. However, the exam¬ 
ples below show that White very 
often fails to achieve his modest am¬ 
bition, mainly because in the middle- 
game the opposite-coloured bishops 
tend to accentuate unbalanced situ¬ 
ations. 

9...bxc6 



10 2el 

^ 10 h3 h6 11 &d2 <5jh7 (playing 
for ...f5 is a good plan) 12 We2 f5 13 
exf5 .&xf5 14 <?Jd4 &g6 15 Wg4?! 
(15 <5jxc6 Wd7 16 <5jb4 <5jf6 gives 
sufficient compensation for the 
pawn) 15...We8 16<5je6?7 (16?)xc6 
•&f5 is good for Black, but this is aw¬ 
ful) 16...h5 0-1, A.Martin-Yusupov, 
Dubai 01. 1986. 

^ 10 £\d2 h6 11 &e3 £\g4 12 Wf3 
.&e6 13 h3 <5Jxe3 14 Wxe3 Wg5 15 
2fbl Wxe3 16 fxe3 2fb8 17 a4 a5 18 
Sxb8+ 2xb8 19 2b 1 2b6 20 &f2 
&f8 21 &e2 &e7 22 &dl &f6 23 
&cl &g5 24 <$¥3+ &h5 25 2a 1 g5 
26 &d2 2b2 27 &c 1 2b8 28 &d2 c5 
29 d4 cxd4 30 exd416 31 $Mi2 &d7 
32 d5 &h4 33 <?Jfl f5 34 exf5 .&xf5 
35 2el &g6 36 <?Je3 2f8 37 &e2 
&g3 38 2b 1 2f2+ 39 &el &h5 40 
<?Jg4 ^.xg4 41 hxg4 2xc2 42 2b5 
2xc3 43 2xa5 2c4 0-1, Berg-Flear, 
London (Lloyds Bank) 1987. 

10...h6 11 i.d2 c5 12 £ih4 (the 
start of a dubious plan; 12 h3 with 
the idea of 4tfi2 and f4 is better) 

12...^.g4 13 f3 $Le6 14 £sf5 (the 
knight cannot retreat to D, so it has 
nowhere else to go) 14...^.xf5 15 
exf5 c4! 16 dxc4 (Informator gives 
16 d4 e4, but 17 fxe4 4)xe4 18 Wg4 
is awkward; instead 16 d4 should be 
met by 16...Wd7 17 dxe5 dxe5 18 
2xe5 2ad8 19 2e2 2fe8 20 2f2 
Wxf5 with advantage to Black) 
16„.2fe8 17 g4 Wd7 18 h4 (very 
risky) 18...e4?! (this involves a piece 
sacrifice, but it was unnecessary be¬ 
cause 18...2ab8! would have im¬ 
proved Black’s position without 
committing him to a sacrifice; note 
that 18...2ab8 19 g5 hxg5 20 hxg5 
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<5 '.h7 is good for Black) 19 g5 (Black 
is better after 19 fxe4 h5) 19...Wxf5 
20 gxf6 exf3 



21 to He2+ 22 Hxe2 fxe2+ 23 
<£>xe2 Wg4+ 24 to? (after 24 to 
Black may have an edge but there is 
nothing clear) 24...'@Th3+ 25 <&gl 
Wg3+ 26 to Se8 (now Black’s at¬ 
tack is decisive) 27 JLel '@ r h3+ 28 
to Se6 29 Wd3 Wh2+ 30 to 
Hxf6+ 31 *e3 Wg2 32 Wd5 He6+ 
33 to Wfl+ 34 &g3 He3+ 0-1 


_ Game 42 _ 

Speelman-Karpov 
Linares 1992 

1 e4 e5 2 £sf3 £sc6 3 to £lfS 4 
&b5 to 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 &g5 
±xc3 8 bxc3 h6 

After 8...We7 we need to consider 
two unusual lines. The first is 9 <5jd2 
h6 10 to to11 lei ^612 to 
and now: 

^ 12...g5 13 .&g3 &g7 14 O <5jfh5 
15 to to 16 d4 to 17 to f6 
18 Afl ±e6 19 g3 &g6 20 Wbl 


Hfb8 21 Wb5 Wf7 22 to to4 23 
Wxc4 Wxc4 24 4)xc4 with a roughly 
equal position, T.Taylor-Schussler, 
New York Open 1987. 

^ 12... to 13 to c6 14 to £\g6 
15 Ag3 to 16 WB to 
(16.. ,.&xc4 17 dxc4 followed by 4)f5 
is unpleasant) 17 -&b3 Had8 18 
labl b6 19 £f5 Wf6 20 d4 c5 21 
Hi5 (threat <?Jxd6) 21...Wg5 22 
Wxg5 <5jxg5 23 O c4 24 .&a4 .&xf5 

25 exf5 with an edge for White, 
Smyslov-Bagirov, Lvov 1978. 

O 12.. .to 13 to c6 14 to g5 15 
•&g3 to 16 f3 Hg8 17 d4 to 18 
to Axf5 19 exf5 Hae8 20 Wd2 
<5j6h5 21 Had 1 g4 22 Axf4 S)xf4 23 
g3 gxf3 24 &hl Wf6 25 dxe5 dxe5 

26 Wf2 to (26...<5jg2 leaves the 
knight with no retreat, but it seems to 
be good after 27 He4 Wxf5 or 27 Sf 1 
e4) 27 WxD V 2 -V 2 , Meier-P.Swidler, 
Dortmund Open 1991. 

It seems that a timely ...g5 by 
Black solves most of his problems. 
The second unusual line is 

8.. .We7 9 d4 (trying to manage with¬ 
out He 1, but White must be prepared 
to sacrifice if he plays like this) 

9.. .h6 10 to and now: 
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^ I0...ig4 11 h3 &xf3 12 WxO g5 
13 ^.g3 exd4 14 .&xc6 bxc6 15 fife 1 
4)d7 (the threat of e5 is very strong, 
so Black returns the pawn) 16 cxd4 
#66 (White has the advantage be¬ 
cause he has bishop against knight 
and Black has weakened his king- 
side) 17 #c3 c5 18 d5 Wg6 19 flabl 
<5jb6 20 flbdl lfe8 21 e5 and White 
is clearly better, Imanaliev- Howell, 
Frunze 1989. 

& 10...g5 (extremely risky) 11 
<5fxg5 hxg5 12 .&xg5 exd4 13 cxd4 
&g7 14 flel #e6 15 f4 (15 d5 #e5 
16 #d2! is just one of many very 
dangerous continuations) 15...<5jxe4 
16 d5 #f5 17 .&d3 Wxd5 18 .&xe4 
Wd4+ 19 &hl Wxdl 20 flaxdl Ag4 
21 fib 1 (White has a promising end¬ 
ing) 21...flae8 22 f5 Se5 23 Ad2 d5 
24 &d3 flfe8 25 flxe5 lxe5 26 
Sxb7 (a strange choice since 26 .&f4 
He7 27 h3 ±e2 28 lxb7 appears 
good for White) V 2 -V 2 , Imanaliev- 
Yuneev, Frunze 1989. 

9 Ah4 We7 10 Bel <5fd8 
^ 10...Ad7 11 d4 Had8 12 Bbl b6 
13 #d2 &b8 14 Ad3 &g4 15 #e3 
<5fc6 16 .&b5 <5fa5 17 h3 .&d7 18 
&d3 &c8 19&g3 <$M7 20 <5jh4 #g5 
21 #e2 Bfe8 22 <5ff5 <5ff6 23 &h4 
#g6 24 d5 Axf5 25 exf5 #h7 26 
&xf6 gxf6 27 flb4 &h8 28 #h5 flg8 
29 fih4 c6 30 c4 flc8 31 #xh6 
(White misses a win by 31 fiee4! 
cxd5 32 cxd5 fic5 33 Beg4 Hxg4 34 
Bxg4 followed by #h4) 31...#xh6 
32 Bxh6+ &g7 33 lh4 cxd5 34 
cxd5 Bc3 35 See4 Bc5 36 c4 £sb7 
37 &c2 fla5 38 &b3 £\c5 V 2 -V 2 , 
Euwe-Ree, Netherlands 1973. 

11 d4 £)e6 (normally White 
meets ...£se6 by ^.cl in the Metger 


unpin, but here White’s bishop is al¬ 
ready committed to h4; White can 
still play slowly, but he can also tiy 
grabbing the pawn on e5) 12 dxe5 
dxe5 13 <5fxe5 Wc 5 14 &xf6 #xb5 
(14...gxf6 15 <?Jg4 Wxb5 16 e5 fxe5 
17 flxe5 gives White a very strong 
attack in return for the piece) 



15 <5fg4 (it is hard to say whether a 
preliminary a4 or Bbl helps White 
or not) 15...h5 

& 15...<5jf4!? (an interesting alterna¬ 
tive) 16 WO (16 &d4 #g5 17 4te3 
c5 is good for Black) 16...<5jg6 17 
&d4 c 5 18 &e3 Be8 (18...h5!?) 19 
h4 .&xg4 20 Wxg4 #c4 21 ,&xh6 
gxh6 22 h5 #e6 23 #xe6 Bxe6 24 
hxg6 fxg6 25 Babl Bb8 26 Bb5 b6 
27 f3 Bd8 28 Bbbl Bd2 29 Bbcl 
*f7 30 *fl Sed6 31 a4 V 2 -V 2 , Bus- 
Xu, World Student Ch., Antwerp 
1992. 

16 £ie3 (Karpov gives 16 e5 hxg4 
17 #xg4 fid8 18 Se3 *f8, and here 
I do prefer White’s chances after 19 
&xd8 <5fxd8 20 #h4) 16...gxf6 17 
ZhdS Bd8 (17...*g7 18 #f3 c6 19 
#xf6+ &h7 20 #f5+ &h6 is a draw 
according to Karpov) 18 #xh5 
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flxd5 19 exd5 £}g7 20 Wh6 AfS 21 
Wxf6 Wb6! (White is slightly better, 
but Karpov defends without appar¬ 
ent difficulty) 22 Wh4 &xc2 23 fie7 
Wd6 24 c4 b5 25 cxb5 Wxd5 26 a4 
c6 27 bxc6 Wx c6 28 h3 £g6 29 fie5 
flc8 30 flael a6 31 a5 <?Je6 32 WfS 
4MB 33 Wxc6 fixed 34 fidl <?Je6 35 
h4 <&g7 36 h5 ,&h7 37 Hd7 i?f'6 38 
Se3 i.f5 39 Hd5 <?Jf4 40 fid4 <5je6 
41 fid5 V 2 -V 2 


Game 43 


Spassky-Gligoric 
Sarajevo 1986 

1 e4 e5 2 £sc3 <5jf6 3 <5jf3 4k6 4 
i.b5 &b4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 &g5 
•&xc3 8 bxc3 We7 9 fiel <5id810 d4 
i.g4 



11 h3 &h5 

^ ll..JLxf3 (inconsistent) 12 Wxf3 
£le6 13 c6 14 &d3 <$M7 15 
Wg3 Wf6 16 fladl fifd8 17 ±c4 
&b6 18 ±b3 h6 19 a4 <$M7 20 fld2 
<?Jf4 21 Wg4 <?Jf8 22 g3 ^4e6 23 f4 
with a large advantage for White, 


Tischbierek-M.Hermann, Bad Woris- 
hofen Open 1992. 

12 g4 Ag6 13 d5 

13 ^.fl £\e6 14 Ah4 £rf4 15 fibl 
b6 16 .&g5 V 2 -V 2 , Pedzich-Panczyk, 
Polish Ch. 1991. 

& 13 ■5'ih4 (this may be best) 13...h6 
14 £tf5 (14 &C4 4te6 15 <?Jxg6 fxg6 
16 f4!? is very unclear) 14..Jbdf5 15 
^.xf'6 Wxf6 16 exf5 a6 17 dxe5 dxe5 
18 .&d7 (a courageous move, but 
probably best) 18...<5jc6 19 Wf3 
£)b8 20 fladl c6 21 fld2 Sd8 22 
fledl Sa7 23 fld6 e4 V 2 -V 2 (an in¬ 
comprehensible decision since 24 
We3 flxd7 25 Wxa7 wins outright) 
Lundqvist-Ragozin, 2nd World corr. 
Ch. 1956. 

& 13 .&h4 h5? 14 £tfi2 (after this it 
becomes clear that Black has weak¬ 
ened his kingside for no real gain) 
14...c615.&c4£\e616gxh5.&h7 17 
<?Jg4 <$¥4, Ivkov-Portisch, Santa 
Monica 1966, and now 18 &h2! 
<?J4xh5 19 £)h6+! gxh6 20 Wxh5 
<5jxh5 21 Jk.xe7 would have been 
very strong. 

4> 13 .&h4 <?Je6 14 dxe5 dxe5 15 
<5jxe5 Wc5 16 <5jxg6 hxg6 17 flbl g5 
18 &g3 Wxc3 19 Wd3 (White has a 
slight advantage) 19...Wc5 20 We3 
Wxe3 21 flxe3 flfd8 22 Ac4 b6 23 
•&xe6 fxe6 24 .&xc7 fldc8 25 &e5 
flxc2 26 &xf6 gxf6 27 fla3 Se2 28 
fla4 *f7 29 &g2 &g6 30 &g3 flc8 
V 2 -V 2 , Ivkov-Unzicker, Santa Monica 
1966. 

13...c6 14i.d3 

Or 14 ^.fl flc8 and now: 

4> 15 Se3 cxd5 16 exd5 flc5! 17 c4 
b5 18 cxb5 .&xc2 19 Wd2 &g6 20 
flcl <54)7 21 flxc5 £)xc5 22 Wei 
Wb7 23 &xf6 gxf6 24 &c4 &h8 25 
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4\h4 Hg8 V 2 -V 2 , Bagirov-I.Zaitsev, 
USSR 1969. 

O 15 c4 b6 16 a4 <?Jb7 17 2a3 43c5 
18 43d2 h6 19 .&h4 Ah7 20 f3 a5 21 
4^bl g5 22 JLf2 cxd5 23 cxd5 JLg6 
24 4)d2 with advantage to White, 
Batik-Ragozin, 2nd World corr. Ch. 
1956. 

cO 15 c4 b6 16 4)d2 4)b7 17 .&d3 
4)c5 18 WO 4)cd7 19 4)fl cxd5 20 
cxd5 Sc3 21 <5jg3 h6 22 JLd2 lc7 23 
h4 4)e8 24 h5 .&h7 25 &g2 4)c5 26 
flabl &h8 27 &e3 4)f6 28 g5 <5jg8 
with a distinctly unclear position, 
T.Petrosian-Furman, Semi-Final, 
USSR Ch. 1950. 

14...cxd5?! 

Gligoric criticised this move. The 
alternative is 14...flc8 15 c4 b6 16 
4"t h4 (it isn’t logical to put the knight 
on h4 if White doesn’t intend going 
to f5 or g6; 16 4x12 is better, as in 
Batik-Ragozin above) 16...h6 17 
Jid2 4jb7 18 a4 4)c5 19 O 4)fd7 20 
43g2 4)xd3 21 cxd3 <5jc5 22 fla3 
cxd5 23 cxd5 Wd7 24 Wal f6 25 
4)e3 &e8 26 flcl lc7 27 4)f5 &g6 
28 d4 <?Jb7 29 lxc7 Wxc7 30 lc3 
Wd7 31 lc6 Axf5 32 gxf5 4)d8 33 
flc4 4jf7 34 .&e3 V 2 -V 2 , Lundqvist- 
Endzelins, 2nd World corr. Ch. 
1956. 

15 exd5 e4?! 

O 15...Sc8 (15...b6 16 4)d4 intend¬ 
ing f4 is good for White) 16 c4 e4 17 
Afl (17 &xe4! .&xe4 18 Wd4 is still 


possible and appears good for 
White) 17... 4)e6! 18 dxe6 exO 19 
exf7+ Wxf7 20 Wxd6 &e4 21 We7 
flfe8 22 Wxf7+ Axf7 and now 
Black is better, Belavenetz-Panov, 
Leningrad 1935. 

16 i.xe4! iLxe4 17 Wd4 



17...4)e6 (17...fie8 18 4)d2 and 
17...Wd7 18 .&xf6 Axf3 19 &xg7 
fle8 20 ^-h6 are also very good for 
White) 18 Wxe4 4)xg5 (this is hope¬ 
less, but there was little else) 19 
Wxe7 4)xf3+ 20 &fl 4)xel 21 fixel 
4)xd5 22 Wxb7 43f4 23 Se7 Sab8 
24 Wxa7 g5 25 Wd4 4)xh3 26 Wxd6 
43f4 27 Wf6 4)g6 28 Sd7 h6 29 c4 
£sf4 30 &el Sbl+ 31 &d2 fifl 32 
Wxh6 fixf2+ 33 &c3 fiD+ 34 &d2 
Sf2+ 35 4tel Se2+ 36 &dl Se5 37 
Wf6 !c5 38 &d2 4 ie6 39 Sd3 &f4 
40 2d8 4)e6 41 2d3 4)f4 42 2b3 
4)g6 43 Sb4 2fc8 44 2b7 1-0 
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W e have finally arrived at one of 
the key variations in the Four 
Knights Opening, the so-called Met¬ 
ger Unpin. Johannes Metger (1850- 
1926) was a strong German player 
who won a number of local events in 
the period 1876-1896. According to 
The Oxford Companion to Chess, 
Metger’s name became associated 
with this opening line as a result of a 
game he played in a tournament held 
at Kiel in 1893. The Metger Unpin 
runs 4 Ab5 Ab4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 
Ag5 Axc3 8 bxc3 We7 9 Bel 4jd8 
10 d4 £se6. Various continuations 
have been played over the years, but 
these days the most common line is 
11 Ad c5 12 Afl Hd8. In games 44 
and 45 we examine deviations from 
this variation. 

Game 44 covers 11 &h4 and the 
alternative Black 11th moves 1 l...c6 
and 1 l...Hd8. The former is inferior, 
but the latter is perfectly playable 
and may transpose to game 46. 

The rest of the chapter deals with 
1 l...c5. After 1 l...c5 there are many 
possibilities for White and it is far 
from clear which is the best. 12 Ac4 
has been played, but there is a strong 
argument for 12 a4, reserving the op¬ 
tion of retreating the bishop to c4 or 
fl according to Black’s reply (in 
game 45 we only deal with the re¬ 
treat to c4, because Afl transposes 
to game 46). These lines are covered 
in game 45, which also analyses 12 
Afl Wc7. 

Finally game 46 deals with the 
pivotal line 11 Acl c5 12 Afl Hd8. 
Once again the best move is not 
clear, but 13 g3 has been the most 
popular in practice. 


Game 44 


Nunn-Prasad 
Manila OL 1992 

1 e4 e5 2 &0 £)c6 3 £)c3 &K 4 
±,b5 Ab4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 Ag5 
£,xc3 8 bxc3 #e7 9 Sel £id8 10 d4 
£se6 



11 Acl 

O 11 Ah4 (a dubious move, because 
we reach the same position as in 
game 42, but with Black having 
saved a tempo by missing out ...h6) 
1 l...£sf4 12 £sd2 (the knight is ulti¬ 
mately heading for e3) 12...sMi8 13 
Afl h6 14 f3 g5 15 Ag3 fig8 (with 
the obvious plan of a kingside attack 
based on doubling rooks on the g- 
file) 16 53c4 Hg7 17 £ie3 h5 18 c4 
Ad7 19 c3 (19 c5 dxc5 20 dxe5 
Wxe5 21 4jc4 We6 22 a4 is unclear 
according to Kamsky) 19...Hag8 20 
4Jf5 Axf5 21 exf5 h4 22 Af2 g4 23 
Axh4 gxO?! (Kamsky recommends 
23...£se4, when 24 Axe7? ^>h3+ is 
mate in five, so White’s best is 24 



121 Main Line: Metger Unpin 121 


fxe4 Wxh4 25 g3 &h3+ 26 <4>hl 
£tf2+ 27 &g2 £sxdl 28 gxh4 4)xc3 
29 dxe5 dxe5 30 a4 with a very dou¬ 
ble-edged position) 24 #xf3 Hg4 25 
Ag3 S)6h5 26 Axf4 <?M4 27 g3 
(White quickly takes over the initia¬ 
tive) 21..MM 28 Ie3 <?1h5 29 Wf2 
exd4 30 cxd4 Hxd4 31 fiael 
(Black’s king is too exposed) 

31...Wf6 32 Se4 Hxe4 33 Hxe4 
Wg5 34 Wd4+ &h7 35 Hh4 He8 
36 Wdl &h6 37 Ae2 Hxe2 38 
Wxe2 a6 39 a4 b6 40 Hh3 Wcl+ 
41 &g2 1-0, Kamsky-Timman, 
Tilburg 1991. 

ll...Sd8 

Or 11...c6 12 Afl and now: 



O 12...Hd8 13 &h4 g6 14 g3 (14 a4 
would transpose to Nunn-Prasad) 

14...£ie8 15 Ag2 £)8g7 16 Ae3 
Ad7 17 #d2 (a typical miserable 
position for Black in this variation; 
he cannot force through ...d5 and any 
opening of the position, for example 
by ...f5, would only activate White’s 
bishops) 17...Ae8 18 f3 (White in¬ 
tends Wf2 followed by f4, so Black 
has to react) 18...c5 19 d5 £sf8 20 c4 
(this may be too slow; 20 #f2 in¬ 


tending f4 is more aggressive) 

20.. .Ad7 21 Habl b6 22 Afl (the 
tempting 22 f4 exf4 23 Axf4 f6 24 
e5 runs into 24,..dxe5 25 d6 Wf7 26 
Axa8 Hxa8, a promising exchange 
sacrifice) 22...Ie8 23 Ad3 Ah3 24 
Af2 (White is ready for f4, but Black 
gets in first) 24...f5 25 Wh6 fxe4 26 
fxe4 mi 21 *hg2 £)h5 28 Hfl 
(White still has an edge and Black 
goes wrong at the time control) 

28.. .Wg7 29 %5 mi 30 Wd2 £sd7 
31 Ae3 £sdf6 32 Ag5 Hf8 33 Hf2 
mi 34 Ah6 £)g7 35 Hbf 1 £)g4 36 
Hxf8+ flxf8 37 Sxf8+ <4?xf8 38 Ae2 
^xh6 39 Wxh6 Ag4 40 Ad3 <4>g8 
41 #g5 Af3? (41...Ah3) 42 £)e3 
(trapping the bishop) 42 ..Mfl 43 h3 
&f8 44 £sfl £)e8 45 4ih2 Adi 46 
m2 Af3 47 Wf2 Adi 48 Wei Af3 
49 Wfl Axe4 50 ®xf7+ &xf7 51 
Axe4 1-0, Nikolenko-Malaniuk, 
Budapest 1990. 

O 12...Wc7 13 £fli4 He8 14 WO 
&h8 15 £sf5 £)g8 (again Black has 
been driven back into an unpleas¬ 
antly passive position) 16 h4 f6 17 
Sdl Hf8 18 d5? (this cannot be right 
when the knight has the active 
square c5 available; if White wanted 
to close the centre then 18 Aa3 c5 19 
d5 was best, but it was also good to 
retain the tension) I8...£)c5 19 £)e3 
$3e7 20 c4 cxd5 21 <S)xd5 <S)xd5 22 
cxd5 (now Black is slightly better, 
but White manages to hold the draw) 

22.. .Ad7 (22...C5! looks strong) 23 
Ad3 flae8 24 Ae3 b6 25 Habl £)a4 
26 Hb4 £sc5 27 Axc5 bxc5 28 Hb3 
Hb8 29 Hdb 1 Aa4 30 Sxb8 Hxb8 31 
Hxb8+ Wxb8 32 g4 Wd8 33 <4>h2 
&g8 34 c3 Ad7 35 &g3 Wa5 36 
Ac4 Wb6 37 mi a5 38 Ab3 Wb5 



122 Main Line: Metger Unpin 122 


39 a4 Wb6 40 h5 Ac8 41 #c2 #a6 
42 Wdl Ad7 43 *f3 h6 44 <4>g3 *f7 
45 O &e7 46 <S?g2 Wc8 47 Wbl Wb8 
48 Wa2 We8 49 *£2 V 2 -V 2 , Leven- 
fish-Lisitsin, Moscow 1940. 

12...&d7 13g3c5 14dxe5 (an in¬ 
teresting decision, in some ways a 
forerunner for a similar plan adopted 
in Short-Anand, analysed in game 
45 below; 14 d5 is also possible) 

14...dxe5 15 4jh4 g6?! 16 £sg2 (the 
knight cannot move to f5, so it heads 
for d5 instead) 16...<?'ig7 17 ^e3 
£sf6 18 Ag2 Ae6 19 c4 flad8 20 
We2 (Black’s knights are far away 
from d4) 20...£d7 21 Ab2 f6 22 f4 
(the threat of £'id5 is stronger than 
actually playing the move) 22.. JLde8 
23 Hadl b6 24 Id2 exf4 25 gxf4 g5 
26 fxg5 fxg5'27 e5 «T7 28 $M5 4}h5 
29 Hfl £sf4 30 #e4 «T5 31 #xf5 
Axf5 32 £sxf4 gxf4 33 Ad5+ <4>g7 
34 e6+ 4¥6 35 Hxf4 <4>g6 36 Hg2+ 
£ig4 37 Sgxg4+ ±xg4 38 Sxg4+ 
*f5 39 Hg3 Hg8 40 Ag7 He7 41 
Af8 1-0, Botvinnik-Panov, USSR 
Ch. 1939. 



The move ll...fid8 is not illogi¬ 
cal, because if Black plays 11 ...c5 he 


usually follows it up with ...Hd8. By 
playing the rook move first he re¬ 
serves the option of missing out 
...c5. 

12£)h4 

O 12 Afl £)f8?! (12...GM7 13 g3 
£sdf8 14 £lh4 «T6 15 Ae3 £sg6 was 
just very slightly better for White in 
Alexander-Barcza, Munich Ol. 
1958; 13 #e2!? is possible, in order 
to tie the d7 knight to the defence of 
e5) 13 £sh4 (this move is charac¬ 
teristic of the whole system in that 
White would like to meet ...£sf8 by 
£>h4, in order to answer ...£)g6 by 
£¥5; if this is possible then it almost 
always gives White the advantage) 

13.. .£sg4? (this just wastes time; 
White must always be careful when 
playing £Mi4, because the trick 

13.. .£sxe4 14 Hxe4 f5 is also typical, 
but here it loses to 15 &c4+ 'A'hS 16 
Wh5 fxe4 17 Ag5 #d7 18 Af7 and 
Black is helpless against the rein¬ 
forcement of the attack by Hel-e3; 
notice also that 13...exd4 14 cxd4 
$)xe4 is bad after 15 g3 and there is 
no decent way out of the pin) 14 g3 
«T6 15 f3 $)h6 16 Ae3 He8 17 Wd2 
(White has a large advantage) 

17.. .£)g6 18 £sg2 Ah3 (18..MxB 
19 Ae2 Wf6 20 Ac4 Wc7 21 Axh6 
is also very good for White) 19 Ae2 
Axg2 20 < 4>xg2 d5 (desperation) 21 
exd5 exd4 22 cxd4 (White is a pawn 
up with the better position; owing to 
time-trouble Botvinnik didn’t win in 
the most efficient way, but the result 
is the same) 22...£¥5 23 AF2 Hed8 
24 c4 h5 25 h4 b5 26 Wg5 Wxg5 21 
hxg5 h4 28 Ad3 hxg3 29 Axg3; 
£}xd4 30 Uadi c5 31 dxc6 £ixc6 32 J 
Ae4 flac8 33 Hxd8+ £ixd8 34 Af51 
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Ha8 35 Se8+ &h7 36 cxb5 f6 37 
Ac7 S)e6 38 Sxa8 4^xc7 39 Hxa7 
£}xb5 40 Hd7 fxg5 41 a4 1-0, 
Botvinnik-Reshevsky, The Hague- 
Moscow World Ch. 1948. 

12...g6 

^ 12...£)f8 13 g3 (13 Afl! would 
have transposed to Botvinnik- 
Reshevsky) 13..JLh3! 14 a4 h6 15 
Afl Axfl 16 ‘A.’xfl d5! (Black takes 
his chance to break out; now the po¬ 
sition is unclear) 17 exd5 Sxd5 18 
c 4 Sdd8 19 #e2 e4 20 O #d7 21 
Ab2 g5 (the rest of the game is a tac¬ 
tical mess) 22 d5 £s8h7 23 £)g2 #h3 
24 fxe4 £sg4 25 e5 He8 26 #d3 
Wxh2 27 «T3 Wh3 28 &gl #h2+ 
29 *fl #h3 30 *gl 4M6!? 31 
Ad4 c5 32 Ab2 #h2+ 33 <4>fl Wh3 
34 *gl «h2f 35 *fl *h3 36 <4>gl 
V 2 -V 2 , Yuitaev-Yusupov, Frunze 1979. 

13 a4 (White has forced a weak¬ 
ness with ...g6, but at the cost of de¬ 
centralising his knight, so the next 
couple of moves revolve around the 
possibility of ...d5) 13...c6 (a neces¬ 
sary preliminary, because 13...d5 14 
£sf5! is even more unpleasant than in 
the game) 14 Afl d5 (otherwise a 
constructive move is not so easy to 
find; 14...£txe4 15 Bxe4 f5 16 £sxf5 
gxf5 17 Hel leaves Black’s king ex¬ 
posed) 15 £sf5! (the point of White’s 
play) 15...gxf5 16 exf5 e4 (more or 
less forced because 16...£sf8 17 
Sxe5 Wc7 18 #d2! and 16...£k7 17 
Sxe5 tfd7 18 *f3 are extremely 
dangerous for Black) 17 fxe6 #xe6 
(White has some positional advan¬ 
tage) 18 £3 (18 Af4!?) 18...Wf5 19 
Ae3 #g6 20 *hl h5 21 Wd2 JU5 
22 Ag5 He8 23 «T4? (23 &xf6 
Wxf6 24 fxe4 Axe4 25 Ad3 would 


have been much better, liquidating 
to a position in which Black’s weak¬ 
ened kingside gives White a long¬ 
term advantage) 23...£sh7 24 Ah4 
f6 25 Se3 4jg5 (Black has supported 
e4 and the position is now equal; in 
the remaining moves White over¬ 
presses and falls into a bad position, 
but eventually there is a peaceful re¬ 
sult) 26 Sael v 27 Wd6 Ead8 28 
Wb4 2d7 29 Wb2 *h7 30 Wcl 
Sg8?! 31 #d2?! (31 fxe4 dxe4 32 
Hxe4!? Axe4 33 Hxe4 is promising 
for White) 31...£)g5 32 Axg5 #xg5 
33 «T2 Sdg7 34 g3 h4 35 £xe4 
Axe4+ 36 Ag2 Axg2+ (36...f5! is 
good for Black) 37 &xg2 Sg6 38 
Sf3 hxg3 39 hxg3 2h6 40 Shi 
Sxhl 41 *xhl *g6 42 Sf4 V 2 -V 2 


Game 45 


Nunn-Norri 
Manila OL 1992 

1 e4 e5 2 4)0 £)c6 3 £)c3 4 

Ab5 Ab4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 7 Ag5 
Axc3 8 bxc3 We7 9 Sel £sd8 10 d4 
£ie6 11 Acl c5 
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12 a4 

Note that 12 dxe5 dxe5 13 £\xe5 
is impossible because of 13...<?'ic7. 
The various possible White 12th 
moves all prevent this trick and so 
force Black to defend his e5 pawn, 
either directly or indirectly. 

O 12 4c4 (in this game White 
adopts the plan of transferring his 
bishop to d5 and cementing it in 
place with c4; this idea is known 
from some lines of the Nimzo-In- 
dian, but here it is not especially ef¬ 
fective) 12...fld8 13 4d5 14 

dxe5 dxe5 15 c4 (White has 
achieved his objective, but Black 
can manoeuvre around the bishop) 

15.. .^g6 16 h3 Sb8 17 a4 b6 18 
£ih2?! 4e6 19 «T3 £se8! 20 £ig4 
£id6 21 £\e3 ®h4 22 4xf5 23 
exf5 £te7 24 g4 £sxd5 25 cxd5 f6 
(the situation has stabilised; Black’s 
pawns form an effective barrier to 
White’s bishop and d5 is weak) 26 
4g2 Hd7 27 a5 b5 28 a6 Hc8 29 Hbl 
447 30 4e3 ldc7 31 c3 g6 32 fxg6+ 
hxg6 33 4c 1 He8 34 c4 b4 35 4b2 
4g7 36 #d3 g5 37 Hbcl #h7 38 
#f3! #g6 39 He3 Hce7 40 #e2 
4g8 41 Hal flh7 42 Ha5 Hc7 43 
Hal Hce7 44 Hel Hb8 45 Hal Hc7 
46 Ha5 Hb6 47 Hal Hc8 48 Ha5 Hc7 
49 Hal Hc8 50 Ha4? (50 Ha5) 

50.. .b3! 51 Hc3 (or 51 4a3Hcb8!52 
«fb2 #e8! 531Tb 14g7 and the rook 
is trapped) 51...We4+! 52 Wxe4 
£ixe4 53 He3 £sd6 54 Hc3 Hb4! 55 
Hxb4 cxb4 56 Hxb3 Hxc4 57 4f3 
447 58 4e3 4e7 59 4d3 4d7 60 f3 
4c7 61 4a 1 4b6 62 Hbl 4c5 63 h4 
gxh4 64 g5 4xd5 65 g6 £'45 66 Hgl 
Hc7 67 4b2 Hg7 68 4cl h3 69 flhl 
Hxg6 70 Hxh3 Hgl 71 4d2 b3 72 


4c3 Hdl 73 Hh2 Hal 74 4xb3 
Hxa6 75 Hf2 £\d4+ 76 4b2 Hb6+ 
77 4c3? (77 4c 1 Hb3 78 f4 e4 is 
also winning for Black) 77...Hb3 
mate, Chandler-Salov, Reykjavik 
1991. 

A second alternative is 12 4fl 
#c7?! (12...Hd8 is better, as in game 
46) and now: 



0-13 g3 (White should not give 
Black the chance to clear f8 for his 
knight) 13...Se8 14 d5 £sf8 15 c4 
(the thematic line 15 £>h4 £}g6 16 
£45 fails to 16...4xf5 17exf5 £e7) 

15.. .£g6 16 4g2 (16 h4 with the 
idea of £sh2 is possible, but 1 doubt if 
this gives White any advantage) 

16.. .4.7 17 a4 h6 18 #d3 Hf8 19 
£d2 £)h7 20 Hfl f5 21 exf5 4xf5 
22 4e4 Wd7 23 4xf5 Hxf5 (Black 
has sacrificed the e4 square in return 
for active piece play) 24 £je4 Haf8 
25 f3 £'46? (25...£e7 is better, in¬ 
tending ...H5f7 and ...£sf5) 26 
£ixd6! e4 27 £\xe4 £je5 28 £xc5! 
(not 28 #e2? £xe4 29 #xe4 £xf3+ 
30 4g2 £)h4+ and Black wins) 

28.. .« r c8 29 #e3? (29 #d4! £M3+ 
30 Hxf3 Hxf3 31 £e6 is good for 
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White) 29...£sfg4! 30 Wd4 £sxh2 
0-1, Hodgson-Spassky, Brussels 
1985. 

^ 13d5(a useful rule is that if White 
can play d5 at a moment when Black 
has to reply ...4jd8, then he should 
certainly do so because bringing the 
knight back into play from d8 is very 
time-consuming) 13...£sd8 (I3...£sf4 

14 Axf4 exf4 15 e5 dxe5 16 <5)xe5 
Hd8 17 c4 b5 18 «T3 is good for 
White after 18...Ab7 19 Sadi bxc4 
20 Axc4 Id6 21 Ab3 or 18...bxc4 

19 d6 Wb7 20 *xf4) 14 £h4 £se8 

15 g3 (Black’s knights are far from 
e5, so White prepares f4) 15 ..Mel 

16 £sf5 (White could still have 
played f4, for example 16 f4 exf4 17 
Axf4 g5 18 £sf5 Axf5 19 exf5 «T6 

20 ^4, but perhaps he feared that 
after 17...f6 followed by ...<5)f7 
Black’s badly placed knight would 
become active) 16...Axf5 17 exf5 
Wf6V. (a waste of time, but White 
was better in any case) 18 #g4 #e7 
(18...g6 19 Ag5! wins the exchange) 
19 Ag5 (the rest of the game is a 
good demonstration of how to use 
the two bishops) 19...®d7 20 a4 f6 

21 Ad2 g6 22 Ah3 tfx£5 23 #xf5 
gxf5 24 Axf5 4ig7 25 Ad3 f5 26 f4 
e4 27 Ae2 lc8 28 c4 &e8 29 h3 £sf6 
30 g4 fxg4 31 hxg4 lc7 32 &f2 h6 
33 Shi e3+ 34 Axe3 £se4+ 35 &g2 
£sf7 36 Ad3 Se7 37 lael Sfe8 38 
Ac I £)c3 39 Sxe7 Hxe7 40 a5 b6 41 
axb6 axb6 42 Ad2 ^e2 43 c3 b5 44 

1-0, T.Petrosian-Lilienthal, 
USSR Ch. 1949. 

O 13 d5 ^d8 14 c4 &e 8 15 QUA g6 
16 g3 £sg7 17 f4 f6 (in this game 
Black adopts a passive defence, 
which at least enables him to bring 


his knight into play) 18 Ag2 b6 19 
a4 a5 20 Sa3 &fl 21 Hfl #e7 22 
*el Hb8 23 Ab2 Ad7 24 h3 <£e8 
25 < Ar>h2 (White’s plan is Af3-g4, ex¬ 
changing off his bad bishop for a 
useful defensive piece; Black can 
only wait) 25...<?\h8 26 Af3 £sc7 27 
£sg2 £sf7 28 £ie3 <£e8 29 Ag4 £}g7 
30 Axd7 #xd7 31 £sg4 £sh5 32 
#e2 #e8 33 Hf2 Hb7 34 flafi <4>g7 
35 #e3 #e7 36 #d3 Hbb8 37 Acl 
Sbe8 38 fxe5 fxe5 (Black cannot re¬ 
capture with the knight because of 
Ah6+, and 38...dxe5 39 #fl wins 
material) 39 #fl 1-0 (an early resig¬ 
nation, because Black could still 
play on by 39...Hb8 40 £sh6 £sh8, al¬ 
though his position is of course ex¬ 
tremely bad), Campora-Giertz, 
Zurich Open 1990. 

The idea behind 12 a4 is first of all 
to force Black to attend to his e5 
pawn, and secondly to reserve the 
option of Ac4 or Afl according to 
Black’s reply. 

12...Sd8 



13 Ac4 

O 13 dxe5 dxe5 14 #e2 (Short’s 
idea is reminiscent of that used in 
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Botvinnik-Panov given in game 44; 
I doubt if such a simple plan can re¬ 
ally be good for White) 14...#07 
(Anand suggests 14...£sf8 15 Ac4 
£sg6 16 £sg5 flf8 in Informator, in¬ 
deed White cannot profit from his 
temporary activity, so this should be 
equal) 15 Ac4 h6 (15...Se8 16 £sh4 
£sf4 would have saved time; of 
course White doesn’t have to play 
£>h4, but it is hard to see another 
useful move) 16 <5)h4 Ie8 (Short 
gives 16...4jg5 17 Axg5 hxg5 18 
<£f3 Ag4 19 h3 Axf3 20 #xf3 as 
good for White) 17 &f5 $)f4 18 #f3 
Axf5 (after this the two bishops start 
to present a real danger; Anand rec¬ 
ommends I8...Ae6) 19 exf5 flad8 
20 a5 £s4d5 21 #g3 <S?h7 22 h3 Ie7 
23 Afl #c8 (23...C4!?) 24 Sxe5 
Hxe5 25 #xe5 He8 26 #g3 c4 
(26...#xf5 loses to the attractive 
continuation 27 Ad3 Hel+ 28 &hl 
£)e4 29 Axh6! £sxg3 30 Hxe 1 <&xh6 
31 Axf5 <5'ixf5 32 Se5 ^de7 33 g4 
f6 34 lei) 27 Ab2 #xf5 28 Axc4 
29 #f3 #xf3 30 gxf3 4texc3 
31 <i?fl Hc8 32 Ad3+ (32 Ab3 is 
preferable, according to Short) 

32...<i?g8 33 Sa3 b5?? (after 33...1c7 
White is just slightly better) 34 axb6 
(34...axb6 35 Af5! wins at once) 
1-0, Short-Anand, Linares 1992. 

Finally note that 13 a4 transposes 
to Spassky-Yusupov given in game 
46. 

13...£if8 

O 13...1b8 (a mysterious move) 14 
dxe5 (the idea is that the plan of 
Short-Anand should be better with 
an extra tempo; 14 d5 £sf8 15 £sh4 
was bad after 15...£sxe4 16 fixe4 f5, 
but 14 #d3!? was superior) 


14...dxe5 15 #e2 #c7 16 Ie8! 
(not wasting time on ...h6) 17 g3?! 
(17 £ti5 £sf4 18 #f3 was better, 
even though 18...Ae6 is satisfactory 
for Black) 17...h6 (now this is good, 
because 18 4)f5 £\g5! exposes the 
weaknesses created by g3) 18 f4?! 
exf419 Axe6 fxe6 20 e5 (now Black 
has an edge) V 2 -V 2 , Nunn-Zilberman, 
London (Lloyds Bank) 1992. 



14 h3 

O 14 £sg5 (an ineffective move) 

14.. .£se6 15 Hbl Hb8 16 a5 h6 17 
£)xe6 (exchanging only relieves any 
pressure White has; 17 £sf3 was bet¬ 
ter) 17...&xe6 18 d5 Ad7 19 h3 g5 
20 Ad2 4)h7 21 Hb3 <S?g7 22 #f3 
Sf8 23 Ad3 f6 24 flebl Ac8 
(Black’s only weak point is the b- 
pawn, but this is easily defended) 25 
#g3 &h8 26 #f3 Hf7 27 c4 £sf8 28 
#h5 &g7 29 h4 £ig6 30 g3 #d7 31 
Afl %4 32 #xg4 V 2 -V 2 , Hort- 
Brunner, German Team Cup 1992. 

14...Ae615 An (after 15 d5 Ad7 
16 <2)h4 Black must not play 

16.. .£sxd5? 17 #xd5 Ae6 18 &f5 
and White wins, but I6...£sxe4 17 
Sxe4 f5 and now White is worse) 
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15 ...Sac 8 ?! (15...d5 was probably 
best, although White has an edge af¬ 
ter 16 dxe5 £sxe4 17 Wd3) 16 d5 
Ad7 17 &)d2 Sc7? (this not only 
wastes time, it also creates a tactical 
weakness; 17...£'ig6 was preferable, 
although 18 g3, with the idea of £k4 
and f4, is better for White) 18 £k4 
jtc 8 (18...£)g6 19 f4! is very good 
for White after 19...5M4 20 Axf4 
exf4 21 e5 or 19...exf4 20 e5 £sxe5 
21 Axf4, exploiting the rook’s posi¬ 
tion on c7) 19 f4 £)g 6 (there isn’t 
much choice, but Black ends up in a 
hopelessly passive position) 20 f5 
£st 8 21 g4 £se 8 22 g5 f 6 23 h4 &h 8 
24 WB Wf7 25 Ag2 b 6 26 &e3 g 6 
27 Sfl &)g7 28 c4 £sh5 29 £s g 4 gxf5 
30 exf5 Se 8 ? 31 £sh 6 1-0 


Game 46 


Nunn-Howell 
Sheffield 1991 


1 e4 e5 2 5)0 £ic 6 3 Ab5 £T 6 4 
4k3 Ab4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d 6 7 Ag5 
±xc3 8 bxc3 We7 9 Sel £sd810 d4 
&e61l£clc512£,flSd8 



13 g3 

This isn’t the only possibility, al¬ 
though it has been the most popular. 

13 d5 (premature) 13...£sf8 14 c4 
(the usual mle applies; White cannot 
play 14 4}h4 because of 14...£sxd5, 
so it was wrong to play 13 d5) 

14.. .£}e8 (it is very bad to play ...f5 
without any development; 14...£}g6 
was correct, followed by .. JLf 8 and 
...Ad7, slowly building up the con¬ 
ditions for a successful ...f5) 15 g3 f5 

16 exf5 &xf5 17 Wd7 (17...&d7 
18 f4) 18 f4 exf4 19 Axf4 £sg 6 20 
£sxf5 Wxf5 (White has the two bish¬ 
ops in an open position, plus a big 
lead in development) 21 &d3 Wf 6 
22 Axg 6 hxg 6 23 Hbl g5 24 Ae3 
Hd7 25 Wg4 Sf7 26 flfl Wg6 27 
Sxf7 Wxf7 28 Axg5 £sc7 29 Af4 
Wf 6 30 Wdl b 6 31 Wd3 He 8 32 Sfl 
b5 33 cxb5 Wd4+ 34 Wxd4 cxd4 35 
Axd 6 &xb5 36 Ab4 a5 37 Axa5 
Ha 8 38 Ab4 Hxa 2 39 d 6 Ha 8 40 d7 
£)c7 41 If 8 + 1-0, Trifunovic-Van 
Scheltinga, Amsterdam 1950. 

O 13 a4 £sf 8 14 d5 (an insipid plan 
which causes Black no problems) 

14.. .£sg6 15 £sd 2 Hf 8 16 £ic4 b 6 17 
g3 Ad7 18 Ag2 h 6 19 £te3 Wd 8 20 
Wd3 Wc7 21 Ad2 Hae 8 22 c4 a5 23 
Hfl Wd 8 24 Ifbl <£e7 25 Wb3 £ic 8 
26 Hfl V 2 -V 2 , Spassky-Yusupov, Bu- 
gojno 1986. 

13 a4 Wc7 14 h3 b 6 15 d5 £tf 8 16 
$)h4 4jg6 (once again White cannot 
play 17 £sf5 because of 17...&xf5 18 
exf5 £\e7, so Black has equalised) 

17 Ag5 £sxh4 18 Axh4 We7 19 g3 
h 6 20 f4 <A>h 8 21 f5 g5 22 fxg 6 V 2 -V 2 , 
Benjamin-Zamicki, Buenos Aires 
1992. 

13...^c7 
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This may not be the best. The 
critical line runs 13...#07 (13...d5 is 
playable, but has never been tested 
in practice) 14 d5 4if8 and now: 

> 15 Ag5 #e7 (Black appears to be 
wasting time, but he will regain it 
with ...h6, which is a useful move for 
him in any case) 16 £ih4 h6 17 4.cl 
g5 18 £sg2 £'ig6 19 f3 4h8 20 £ie3 
Hg8 21 c4 Ad7 22 Hbl b6 23 £sf5 
Axf5 24 exf5 <?T8 25 Ad3 4i8d7 26 
*f2 Hae8 27 Ad2 #f8 28 Ac3 #g7 
29 4g2 h5 30 h3 h4 V 2 -V 2 , Short- 
Tukmakov, European Club Cup 
1991. 

> 15 c4 (15 ^h4 <5'ig6 16 £¥5 fails 
to 16..Jtxf5 17 exf5 4ie7,so 15 c4is 
the critical move; the circumstances 
are favourable for c4 because White 
has gained a tempo with g3, while 
Black’s queen has been misplaced at 
c7) 15...£ig616h3h6?! 17£sh2He8 
18 #d3 (White is playing to force 
through f4 as quickly as possible; 
unless Black reacts quickly he will 
be crushed as in Nunn-Norri above) 

18.. .£ih7 19 f4 exf4 20 gxf4 f5 21 
#g3 £ihf8 22 e5! dxe5 23 fxe5 f4 
(23...£ixe5 24 &f4 £i8d7 25 He3 is 
crushing) 24 #c3 b5!? (24...1xe5 25 
JLxf4 wins material, so Black tries to 
mix it up) 25 cxb5 ±b7 26 &c4 #d8 
27 £\f3 (White has maintained con¬ 
trol and made off with an important 
extra pawn) 27...&h4 28 Ab2? (28 
Axf4 is winning for White) 

28.. .£se6! (but now the position is 
totally unclear) 29 dxe6 V 2 -V 2 , 
W.Watson-R.Mainka, Prague 1992. 
O 15 c4 £ig6 16 h3 He8 17 &h2 
JLd7! (so that if White plays the di¬ 
rect 18 #d3, intending f4, Black can 
inconvenience White by 18...#c8) 


18 Ag5 #d8 19 flbl b6 20 4ig4 
Axg4 21 hxg4 h6 22 Ad2 £ih7 23 
fib3 f6 24 f4 (White has some king- 
side initiative) 24...£ih8 (the idea is 
...g5 followed by ...£ig6 to block the 
kingside) 25 g5 (anticipating Black’s 
plan, but it might have been better to 
allow ...g5 and respond by tripling 
White’s major pieces on the f-file) 

25.. .hxg5 26 fxg5 (26 Ah3!?) 

26.. .£sxg5 27 Axg5 fxg5 28 Ah3 
(White has a temporary initiative, 
but Black’s position is solid) 

34.. .flh8 35 #bl £sf7 36 a5 Hxh3 37 
Hxh3 £ih6 38 axb6 axb6 39 HO Hf8 
40 #xb6 Hxf3 41 4xf3 #f6+ 42 
4>e2 #f4 43 #c7+ &f7 44 4d3 
#f3+ V 2 -V 2 , Campora-Van der Ster- 
ren, San Bemadino 1991. 

14 a4 Ag4 (forcing White to 
close the centre, but this is promising 
for White when Black’s knight is 
stuck op the queenside) 15 d5 Hf8 
16 h3 Ad7 17 £ih4 4ife8 18 c4 g6 

19 f4 f6 20 f5 g5 21 Z)g2 £sg7 22 h4 
h6 23 <£ie3 (23 Ae2! was more accu¬ 
rate as 23...447 could be met by 24 
Ah5+, so Black would be unable to 
switch his rooks to the h-file) 

23.. .6.7 24 Ae2 Hh8 25 4g2 Hh7 
26 Hhl Hah8 27 Ad2 £ia6 28 #bl 
Ac8 29 Hh2 £ib8 (the knight is fi¬ 
nally able to cross to the kingside) 30 
#b5 (intending to meet 30...£sd7 by 
31 #a5, forcing Black to weaken his 
queenside pawns) 30...#d8 31 
fiahl 4g8 32 -Sig4 4id7? (leads to a 
forced loss) 33 hxg5 hxg5 34 Hxh7 
fixh7 35 £ih6+ 4f8 36 £if7! <4xf7 
37 Hxh7 4g8 38 Hh6 #b6 39 #xb6 
axb6 40 Hhl 4ie8 41 AhS 4ic7 42 
Hbl 4f8 43 Ag6 &e7 44 4f3 £ta8 
45&g4£sf8 46&h5 1-0 
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